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PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petitions of Wright, Lybarger & Funk, 
of. Warsa~, and L. Neiswander, of Holmesville, Ohio-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. AUSTIN: Petition of many residents of Tennessee, 
favoring reduction of duty on raw and :refined sugars-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petitions of Knoxville (Tenn.} Lodge, No. 160, and Mor
ristown (Tenn.) Lodge, Benevolent and Protective Order of 
Elks, favoring the preservation of the American elk-to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, petition of Clinton Council, No. 83, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, for legislation to more effectually restrict 
immigration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali
zation. 

Also, petition of Manufacturers and Producers' Association 
of Knoxville, Tenn., favoring a higher tariff on tannic acid-to 
the Committee on Ways and .Means. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of Oronogo (Mo.) Circle Mining 
Company, for a duty on zinc ore-to the Committee on Ways 
and l\leans. . 

Also, _petition of National Association of Box Manufacturers, 
favoring increase of duty on lumber-to -the Committee on 
:Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, 
against reduction of tariff on print paper-to the Committee on 
.Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of New York members ot the American Paper 
and Pulp Associati<;m, agaifist removal of duty from wood 
pulp-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COOK: Petition of employees of Harry C. Aberle & 
Co., of Philadelphia, Pa., for retention and adoption of the pro
posed rates of duty on .hosiery-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, _petition of Frank A. Schimpf and othel'S, favoring a 
higher rate of duty on lithographic products-to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
· By Mr. DAWSON: Petitions of .J. H. P. Peterson, of Ma
quoketa; L. M. Stahle, of North Liberty; and Theo Martin. of 
Bellevue, all in the State of Iowa, favoring reduction of duty 
on raw and refined sugars-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of Waynesboro (Pa.-} Lodge, No. 
731, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, favoring a reserve 
for the American elk-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Marblehead Lime Company, of 
·Chicago_, Ill., for an investigation by the United States ·Geolog
ical Survey on the subject of lime-to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Also, petition of Paul Taylor Brown Company, of New York, 
against a proposed tariff on fruit with sugar added-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New England Dry Goods Association, 
against the proposed tariff on hosiery and gloves-to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Chicago 1\fill and Lumber Company, of Chi
cago, Ill., against reduction on lumber and its products-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of job printers 
of Salem, Mass., against practice of Post-Oflice Department 
printing return envelopes free of charge-to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of residents of Danvers and Groveland, Mass., 
against a duty on coffee and tea-to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of Paul N. Chaput, of Salem, Mass., favoring re
peal of duty on raw and refined sugars-to the Committee on 
Ways and l\feans. 

By Mr. HAY.ES: Petition of Los Angeles (Cal.) Chamber of 
Commerce, against elimination of the countervailing duty on 
petroleum-to the Oommittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Los Angeles (CaL) Chamber of Commerce, 
favoring establishment of a line of steamers by the National 
Government touching all points on the Pacific coast .and con
necting at Panama with the Panama Railway-to the Com
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
· Also, petitions of citizens of San Jose and numerous citizens 

of San Francisco and Redwood City, all in the State of Oali
fornia, Pl'Otesting against a duty on tea and coffee-to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
'S. P. Ulch (H. R. 1964)-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. : 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of W. H. Wright & Sons 
and other merchants and citizens of Ogden, Utah, against an 
increase of tariff on gloves-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KUSTERMANN: Petition of employees of Green 
Bay (Wis.} Paper and Fibre Company, against reduction of 
duty on plain paper-to the Committee on Ways and .Means. 

By Mr. LINDBERGH: Petition oi citizens of J3randon, Minn., 
against a duty on teas and co1l'ees-to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. · 

By Mr. MANN: Petition of the Hardwood Manufacturers' 
Association of the United States, against any reduction of tarifr 
on lumber-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of certain residents of Culbertson, 
Nebr., agatnst parcels-post and postal savings bank legisla
tion-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. STURGISS: Petitions of Andrew CoITothers, S. J. 
Walter, William Held, J. T. Boyce, and J. M. Cost, all of Graf
ton, W. Va., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Leggerman Brothers, New 
York, against increase of duty on chicory-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WANGER: -Protest of the Lumbermen'.s Exchange of 
Philadelphia, Pa., against any reduction in the rates of duty 
upon articles in the lumber schedule of the Dingley tariff act~ 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WEISSE: Petition of Martin Jancer, against reduc
tion of the duty on barley, wheat, and other farm products-to 
the Committee on Ways and Means~ 

By Mr. WOODYARD: Petition of William Chenoueth and 
other citizens of Gassaway, Burnsvnle, and Sutton, all in the 
State of West Virginia, against parcels-post and postal savings 
bank laws-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

SENATE. 

THURSDAY, March ~5, 1909. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Edward E. Hale. 
Mr. CLARENCE D. CLARK, a Senator from the State of Wyo-

ming, appeared in his seat to-day. · 
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read and 

approved. 
DISPOSITION OF USELESS .l' A.PERS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
a communicationirom the Secretary of the Interior transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a .Schedule of useless papers, books, and so forth, 
on the files of the Department af the Interior, which are not 
needed in the transaction of public business and are of no per
manent value or historical interest. The communication and 
accompanying papers will be referred to the Joint Select Com
mittee on the Disposition of Useless Papers in the .Executive 
Departments. 

The Chair appoints the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SIMMONS] and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GAL
LINGER] members of· the joint select committee on the part of 
the Senate, as provided for in the act of February 16 1889. The 
Secretary will notify .the House of .Representative~ of the ap
Pointment of the committee on the part of the Senate. 

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims transmit
ting a certified copy of the .findings of fact and two ~pinions in 
the cause o.f John T. Ayres, executor, and the Chickasaw Nation 
v. United States (S. Doc. No. 2) which, with the accompany
ing papers, was referred to the Committee on Claims and or
dered to be printed. 

MESS.AGE .FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. w. J. 
Browning, its Ohief Clerk, announced that the House had passed 
a concurrent resolution (H. C. Res. 12) authorizing an addi
tional number of copie:S of the daily RECORD to be furnished to 
Senators and Members of the House of Representatives etc. 
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. ' ' 

ADJOURNMENT ~0 MONDAY. 

Mr. HA.LE. ..I .move ·that when the .Senate adjourns to-da.y it 
be to meet on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to~ 

.· 
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Casein 
Manufacturing Company, of New York City, N. Y., praying for 
a protective duty on casein and lactarene, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Porto Rico, praying that a duty of at least 5 cents per pound 
be imposed on all foreign coffee, etc., which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition from the olive importers' com
mittee, of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for a reduction of the 
duty on olives, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. NELSON presented a joint resolution of the legislature 
of Minnesota, which was referred to the Committee on Com
merce and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

Whereas for the transportation development of the great indusfrial 
Interior of the continent of North America nature has provided, on the 
one hand, the Great Lakes chain, which is the greatest inland sea in 
the world, and, on the other hand, the Mississippi Ri·ver and tribu
taries, which have no equal as natural transportation channels for a 
great internal commerce; 

Whereas the freight tonnage shipped from the port of Duluth-Supe
rior exceeds that of New York or any other American port, while the 
net tonnage passing from Lake Superior through the Soo Canal is 
three times that which passes through the Suez Canal in the trade be
tween Europe and the Orient, and the Great Lakes fieet is the greatest 
merchant fleet which fioats the American fiag ; 

Whereas Minnesota produces and ships to eastern furnaces annually 
close upon 30,000,000 tons of iron ore, which exceeds one-half of the 
iron-ore product of America and one-fourth that of the world, and 
whereas this iron ore should be converted into iron and steel by 
Minnesota labor on Minnesota soil for distribution throughout the Mis
sissippi Valley and westward, and a great industrial plant for such pur
pose is now being established at Duluth ; 

Whereas Minnesota and the near-by upper Mississippi · Valley States 
of Wisconsin, Iowa, Nebraska, and North and South Dakota annually 
produce about 300,000,000 bushels of wheat and 900,000,000 bushels of 
corn, oats, and other coarse grains, besides a vast tonnage of flour, 
lumber, live stock, and dairy products, much of which seeks transporta
tion to the markets of the world ; and 

Whereas the Great Lakes system, which connects with the Atlantic 
seaboard, and the Mississippi River, which flows to the Gulf of Mexico, 
have their common source in Minnesota, the tributaries of the upper 
Mississippi extending within 50 miles of Lake Superior, and the union 
of the Great Lakes and Mississippi watersheds by canalization would 
make the greatest internal waterway of the world : Therefore be it 

R esolved by the house of t·epresentativ e.s (the senate concurring), 
That it is the sense of the legislature of Minnesota that the commerce 
of this great lake and river should be connected by a national waterway 
~~; . 

R esolved, That such waterway is of the greatest importance to this 
State and Nation, and we hereby pledge the cooperation of the Com
monwealth of Minnesota with our Federal G<YVernment in the construc
tion of such canal and in canalizing the upper Mississippi River ; 

Resolved further, That our delegation in Congress be, and is hereby, 
urged to impress upon Congress the necessity for immediate action in 
constructing such canal. and that a copy of these resolutions be sent 
to each Senator and Representati'"rn from this State. 

Adopted by the house of representatives March 11, 1909. 
ARCHIBALD H. VERNON, Chief Clerk. 

Adopted by the senate March 16, 1909. 
GEO. w. PEACHEY, secretary of Senate. 

l\Ir. NELSON presented a joint resolution of the legislature 
of Minnesota, which was referred to the Committee on Com
merce and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Joint resolution. 

Whereas fallen trees and tree tops and sand bars and other obstruc
tions which have gathered and formed around and about the same at 
many and various places in the channel of the lower Minnesota River 
seriously clog the channel thereof, and seriously impede and practically 
make impossible the natural navigation thereof, and operate to destroy 
navigation thereof and the natural commerce thereon, and, moreover, 
in the seasons of the high waters thereof necessarily cause numerous de
structive overflows of said river, at many and various places and in 
many and various localities in the valley thereof, destroying, annually, 
hundreds of thousands of dollars' worth of the cultivated crops of the 
valley thereof ; and 

Whereas it is supremely necessary and of paramount importance that 
said obstructions be early and effectively removed from the channel of 
said river in order to promote the natural and profitable navigation 
thereof and develop the natural commerce thereon, and in order to pre
vent-and such removal is necessary to prevent-the annual, frequent, 
and destructive overflows thereof, as aforesaid, and in order to prevent 
the great annual loss and damage inflicted upon the settlers along said 
river valley resulting from the overflows of the said river, and which 
are caused by the obstructions above referred to ; and . 

Whereas the said river and the channel thereof and the care thereof, 
are under the jurisdiction of the United States Government, said river 
being classed as navigable: Therefore be it 

R esoZve cZ by the house of representatives (the senate co1icur1·ing), 
That our Representatives in Congress be, and they hereby are, requested 
and urged to forthwith use their influence and utmost endeavor without 
delay to secure from the Congress of the United States authority for 
the use of, and appropriation necessary for the early use of, govern
ment dredges and snag boats sufficient and adequate for the purpose of 
the early and complete removal from the channel of the said river of 
all sand bars and other obstructions therein materially obstructing or 
impeding or preventing or making impracticable the natural naviga
tion thereof, or materially injurious to the natural commerce thereon, 
or which necessarily cause the destructive overflows thereof : And be it 
further 

flesolved, That an authenticated copy hereof be mailed to each of our 
said Representatives. · 

ADOLPH 0. EBERHART, 
Lieutenant-Gover-nor. 

A. J. ROCKNE, Speaker. 
Adopted by the house of representatives February 17, 1909. 

ARCHIBALD H. VERNON, Ohief Clerk. 

Adopted by the senate February 18, 1909. 
G E O. w. PEACHEY, Sec1·etat·y. 

Mr. NELSON presented a memorial of sundry granite pro
ducers of St. Cloud, Minn., remonstrating against a lower rate 
of duty on rough or finished granite, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Minnesota 
praying for the imposition of a higher duty on lithographi~ 
products, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I present a brief resolution adopted by 
the Board of Trade of Manchester, N. H., which I ask shall be 
printed in the RECORD and referred to the Committee on Inter
state Commerce. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

Resolution of Manchester (N. H.) Board of Trade. 
The Manchester (N. H.) Board of Trade on March 16 1909 unani

mously adopted the following resolution expressing the attitude' of that 
body toward railroad legislation: · 

" Whereas the manufacturing establishments of New Hampshire em
ployed at the census of 1905 nearly 70,000 persons receiving about 
:ji30,000,000 annually in salaries and wages · and · ' 

" Whereas these establishments, in competition with rivals nearer 
the source of raw material and the centers of purchasina population 
are largely dependent upon swift and regular freight service · and ' 

"Whereas there is a widespread apprehenslon that public' hostility 
to railroads will imperil their borrowing capacity and impair their 
co~fidence in the wisdom of extensive improvements : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Manchester Board of Trade urges the New Hamp-
~hire Senators and R~presentatives in Congress to use their influence 
~~a~~~?r of conservatism as . to enactments and decrees affecting rail-

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 
97, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elles, of Portsmouth, 
N. H., praying for the enactment of legislation to create .a 
national reserve in the State of Wyoming for the care and 
maintenance of the American elk, which was referred to the ~ 
Committee on Forest Reservations and the Protection of Game. 

Mr. CULLOM presented a resolution of the legislature of 
Illinois, which was referred to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

House resolution 40. Offered by Mr. Lederer, Mareh 17, 1909. 
Whereas there has been recently organized in this country a gigantic 

trade combination and monopoly in connect ion with the manufacture 
and sale of moving-picture films, machines, and the apparatus used 
therewith ; and 

Whereas such combination ls intended to destroy competition ll.nd to 
~~~~o: : m~~~¥oly in this line of business to the parties to such com-

Resolved, That the Senators and Representatives of the State of Illi
nois in Congress are hereby reque.sted to oppose any increase of duty on 
imported manufactured moving-picture films and all other legislation 
which may tend to aggrandize such monopoly : Be it further 

Resolv ed, 'l'hat the Senators and Representatives of the State of Illi
nois in Congress are hereby requested to aid in procuring an investiga
tion of such monopoly to be made by federal intervention and in 
instituting proceedings and passing laws to suppress such combination 
and monopoly: Be it further 

R esolv ed, 1.'hat a copy of these resolutions be sent to the Senators 
~~h~e~~~;~tatives of the State of Illinois in Congress by the clerk 

Mr. BROWN presented a petition of the Union Veteran Re
publican Club of Lincoln, Nebr., praying for the enactment of 
legislation granting a pension of $1 per day to soldiers of the 
Mexican and civil wars, which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 739 Benevo
lent and Protective Order of Elks, of Plattsmouth, Nebr., pray
ing for the enactment of legislation to create a national reserve 
in the State of Wyomin.g for the care and maintenance of the 
American elk, which was referred to the Committee on Forest 
Resenations and the Protection of Game. 

Mr. BOURNE presented a joint memorial of the legislature of 
Oregon, which was referred to the Committee on Interoceanic 
Canals and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF OREGON, 
OFF I CE OF THE SECRE'l'ARY OF STATE. 

I, F. W. Benson, secretary of state of the State of Oregon and cus
todian of the seal of said State, do hereby certify that I have care
fully compared the annexed copy of senate joint memorial No. 1, peti
tioning Congress to favor the extension of the service now established 
and in operation from New York to Colon to all P acific coast points, etc .• 
with the original thereof, together with the indorsements thereon, filed 
in the office of the secretary of state of the State of Orego'l on the 



1909. CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD-SEN ATE. 255 
16th day of March, 1909, and that it ls a full, true, and; complete tran
script therefrom and of the whole thereof. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed hereto 
the seal of the State of Oregon. 

19~!?.ne at tlrn. capitol, at Salem, Oreg., thi& 17th day of March, A. D. 
[SEAL.] F. W. BENSON, 

Secretary of State. 
Senate joint memorial 1. 

To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of A:merica in Congress assembled: 

Your memorialists, the legislative assembly of the State of Oregon, 
respectfully represent that-

Whereas there is great need of transportation competition on the 
Pacific coast via the Isthmus of Panama for the use and benefit of the 
prodncers and consumers of the entire Pacific coast; and 

Whereas the Government of the United States has established and 
is maintaining from points ·on the Atlantic coast to the city of Colon, 
on the Isthmus of Panama, a line of steamships operated in connection 
with the Panama Railroad; and ~ 

Whereas because of recent advances in transcontinental railroad 
freight rates the freight tolls into and out of the State of Oregon and 
into and out ot other Pacific coast States have been advanced so that 
several millions of dollars !?er annum wil1 be exacted from the pro
ducers and consumers of this section by reason of said advance, and 
that this action on the :i;>art of the railroads results not only in the 
levy of an enormous additional tax, but also necessarily restricts the 
output of our .fisheries and manufactures and the sales of the products 
of the farm and orchard : Therefore be it 

Resolved, First. That your memorialists favor the extension, at as 
early date as possible, ()f the service now established and in operation 
from New York to Colon to all Pacific coast points in order that relief 
botfi in rates and in additional facilities may be a:troroed to the manu
facturers, merchants! and producers of the Pacific coast. 

Second. That we favor the passage of the bill introduced in Con
gress by Representative MCLACHLAN, of California, having for its pur
pose- the establishing and operating of a through line, of steamers in 
conjunction with the Panama Railroad from all Atlantic coast ports to 
all Pacific coast ports. 

Third. That in the- event this is found impracticable or that there 
will be unusual delay, we favor the establishment of an American
owned and American-manned line of steamships between all Atlantic 
ports, said line to be assisted in its establishment and ma.intenance by 
the department of the- General Government in all lawf.uI ways. 

Fourth. That this memorial be forwarded to our Senators and Rep
resentatives in Congress, with the request that they present the same 
and that they exert all possible efforts to have the wishes of this 
State as· contained in this memorial carried out, and that they be fur
ther requested to present a copy of these resolutions to the President 
of these United States and to the Secretary of War~ 

Passed the Rouse Marcil 1:5,. 1909. 

Passed· the senate March 15, 1909. 

C. N. McARTHUR, 
Speaker of the House. 

. JAY BOWERMAN, 
President of the Senate. 

Indorsements: Senate joint memorial No. 1. William H. Barry, chief 
clerk. Executive department, State of Oregon. Received March 16, 
1909. Filed Ma'l'Ch 16, 1909. F. W. Benson, secretary of state. 

:Mr. BOURNE presented a petition of the Chamber of Com
merce of Seattle, Wash., and a petition of the Chamber of Com
merce of San Francisco, Cal., [!raying for the- establishment of 
a line of steamship·s from the Pacific coast ports to Panama, 
which were referred to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals. 

Mr. KEAN presented the petition of S. Wegner, of Bound 
Brook, N. J., praying for the repeal of the duty on lumber, 
which was referreQ. to the Committee on · Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Sum
mit, N. J., praying for the appointment of a permanent tariff 
commission,. which was. referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Dtvisio!l No. 688, 
Brotherhood. of Locomotive Engineers, of Elizabeth, N. J., re
monstrating against the appointment of a. permanent tariff 
commission, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

l\fr. NIXON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Nevada, 
vraying for the imposition of a protective duty on zinc ores, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. JONES presented a joint memorial of the legislature of 
Washington, which \YUS. referred to the Committee on Forest 
Reservations and the Protection of Game and ordered to be 
11rinted in the RECORD, . as follows ; 

House joint memorial 6. 

To the honorable Senate and 
House- of RepresC'li.tatives in Congress assembled: 

Whereas state road No. 5 has been located in the State of Washing
ton, which. road·, when completed, will afford communication between 
Chehalis,. in Lewis County, and crorth Yakima, in Yakima County, in said 
State; and. 

Whereas· in Yakima County said roa.d has been completed to the east 
line of the forest reserve, and' a; large portion of' said road bas been built 
in Lewis County, west of said reserve.; and 

'iVhcreas said road as laid out and constructed passes through the 
RainieT Forest Reserve,_ as follows : 

Beltinning on the east boundary of the Rainier Forest Reserve on the 
west boundary of township 12 north. range 7 east, Willamette meridian 
Was-hin~ton, near the bank of. the Cowlitz River, and running thence up 
the Cowlitz. River and its tributaries to the Carlton Pass, in the summit 
of the Cascade l\Iountains; thence down Bumping River and the. Natchez 
River to the east boundary. o.f said forest reserve on the east boundary 

of towD.Bhip 16 north, range 14: east, Willamette meridian; Washington ; 
and 

Whereas said road so passing through said reserve will be of great 
benefit and convenience in the inspection and preservation of the forests, 
and will also relieve· the Government from the expense of constructing 
roads or trails through said reserve ; 

Therefore, your memorialists, the members of the eleventh legislative 
session assembled of the State of Washington, hereby most respectfully 
urge that said road be constructed through said forest reserve at the 
expense of the Government of· the United States. 

And your memorialists will ever pray. 
Yo1:1rs, truly, J. E. LEONARD. 

Mr. JONES presented a memorial of the Merchants' Pro
tective Association, of Elma, Wash., remonstrating against the 
imposition of a duty on coffee, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Washing
ton, remonstrating against the removal of the duty on coal, 
which was .referred to the Committee on Finance. 

l\fr. BURTON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Ohio, 
praying for a reduction of the duty on woel, which was referred 
to the. Committee on Finance. 

J\.fr; JOHNSON of North Dakota-. I present a memorial of 
the legislature of North Dakota, which I ask may be printed in 
the RECORD and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I suggest that a memorial from the 
legislature of a State ought to be read and not merely printed in 
the RECORD. 

l\fr. JOHNSON of North. Dakota. I should be glad to have 
the memorial read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT~ Without objection, the memorfal 
will be read. No objection is heard. 

The memorial was read and referred to the Committee on 
Finance, as follows : 

Concur.rent resolution. 
Whereas. the present ta.riff system has created conditions in the 

United States which need to be remedieo, especially in such cases 
where it has brought a . number of necessities of life under the absolute 
control of a small number of unprincipled trust magnates, we believe 
in a wise and adequate reduction; but 

Whereas the tariff rates now existing for the protection of farm 
products have proven to be h.ighly bene1icial. to all agricultural States: 
Now, there.fore, be it 

Resolved by the senate of tne State of North Dakota (the house of, 
representatives concurring), That our congressional delegation be re
spectfully requested to use all honorable means to have the present 
tari.fl'. rates on all farm produc~s retained. 

I hereby certify that the above resolution originated in the· senate 
and was. concurred in by the house of representatives· of the eleventh 
legislative assembly of the State of North Dakota. . 

JAMES w. FOLEY, Secretary. 

l\fr. CR.A. WFORD. I present a joint resolution of the legishi
ture of· South Dakota. 

Mr. CULBERSON . . I ask that tlie joint resolution be read. 
I desire to say in explanation of my insistence that these reso
lutions be read that, without reference to ·the merits of the reso
lutions themselves,. we· owe. a, certain respect to the legislatures 

· of the States of the Union in having them read and entered at 
length in the REcoRD. I insist that such resolutions shall be read. 

There being no ohjection,. the· jeint resolution was read and 
referred to the Committee on Finance, as follows : 

ST.A.TE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
DEPA.RT.ME.NT OF STATE.. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of South Dakota: 
I, Samuel C. Polley, secretary of state of South Dakota, and keeper of 

the great seal thereof, do hereby certify that the attached instrument of 
writing is a true and correct copy of house joint resolution No. 17, as 
passed by the legislature o! 1909 of the State of South Dakota, with afl 
the- indorsements thereon and of the whole thereof, and has been com
pared with the original now on file in this office. · 

In witness whereof I have hereunto- set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of South Dakota. Done at the city of Pierre this 
25th day of February,. 1909. 

[SEAL.] SA.MOEL c. POLLEY, 
S-ecretary of Stat«. 

House joint resolution. 
A joint resolution memorializing Congress to maintain and increase the 

tariff upon wool. - ·-
Be it resolved by the house of represewtatives· of the State of South 

Dakota (the senate concurring):. 
Whereas foreign competition in tbe· wool market is so strong that the 

price of wool in the United States is frequently reduced below the price 
~~cfrouuction and. a great and: profitable industry is crippled thereby; 

Whereas it is with proper protection perfectly possible for the farmers 
of tlie United States to not only supply the entire American demand for 
wool, but to, as well, produce large quantities tor ~xportation : There
fore, 

~e:iol'Ved, That the legislature. of the State of ~uth Dakota hereby 
petitions· the Congress bf the United States to mamtain the tarifeupon 
wo0l in the revision of the tariff. schedules now in contemplation. 

Mr. CR.A. WFORD. I present a joint resolution of the legi:;:
lature of South Dakota, which I ask may be read and referred. 
to the 0ommittee on Indian A.ffairs. 
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There being no objection, the joint resolution was read and 
ref erred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, as follows : 

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STA.TE. 

UNITED STATES OF AliIERICA, State of South Dakota: 
I, Samuel C. Polley, secretary of state of South Dakota, and keeper of 

the great seal thereof, do hereby certify that the attached instrument 
of writing is a true and correct copy of house joint resolution No. 8 as 
passed by the legislature of 1909, and of the whole thereof, and has 
been compared with the original now on file in this office. 

In testimony· whereof I have hereunto set my band and affixed the 
great seal of the State of South Dakota. Done at the city of Pierre 
this 2d day of February, 1909. 

(SEAL.) SAMUEL C. POLLEY, 
Secretary of State. 

A joint resolution memorializing Congress to open Indian reservations 
In South Dakota. 

Be it resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring): 
Whereas over 10 000 000 acres of fine agricultural land in the west 

half of the State is Ii'.idian reservation, unimproved and undeveloped, 
and so situated as to retard greatly the development of territory already 
opened to settlement in the west half of the State; and · 

Whereas the opening of the land would benefit the Indians, would be 
the home of thousands of settlers, and would materially add to the reve-

nu;e o~h~r~f~~~ t~~bmit to our United States Senators and Members of 
Conuress the advisability of causing such treaties to be made with the 
Indians on each of the reservations within this State, and the enact
ment of such laws as will open all, or as much as po_~sible, of the 
territory embraced in these reservations with the utmost: aispatch. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I present a joint resolution of the legis
lature of South Dakota, which I ask may be read and· referred 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was read and 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, as follows : 

STA.TE OF SOUTH DAKOTA., 
DEPARTMENT OF STA.TE. 

UNITED STA.TES OF A111ERICA, State of South Dakota: 
I Samuel C. Polley secretary of state of South Dakota and keeper of 

the' great seal thereof' do hereby certify that the attached instrument of 
writing is a true and correct copy of house joint resolution No. 12 as 
passed by the legislature of 1909, together with all i.ndorseme~t~ thereon 
and of the whole thereof, and has been compared with the ongmal now 
on file in this office. 

In te timony whereof I have hereunto set my hand an~ affixe1. the 
great seal of the State of South Dakota. Done at the city of l 1erre 
this 9th day of February, 1909. 

(SEAL.] SAMUEL C. POLLEY, 
Secretary of State. 

House joint res?lution. 
A joint resolution and memorial requesting the Congress of the United 

States to make Fort Meade, S. Dak., a brigade post, wi.th. permanent 
brick or stone barracks, officers' quarters, and other bmldmgs. 
B e it 1·esolved by the house of representatit:es of the State of South 

Dakota (the senate concurring): 
Whereas Fort Meade is centrally located with reference to all the In

dian rese1·vations in North and S::>uth Dakota, l\Ioi;itai;ia, and :Wyoming, 
upon which there are quartered about 40,000 unc1vi11zed Indians ; and 

Whereas Fort Meade is the only military post in South. Dakota, and 
the only post in the whole ~orthwest possessing. the reqrured strategi~ 
advantages to exercise surveillance over the Indians and afford proper 
protection to the property and people of this rich and rapidly developing 

co~~~~~a~n~he lines of railroad now in operation offer transpor~ation 
facilities over four lines in four different directions, forming a bas1 for 
military movements, enabling troops to quickly reach any point of 

tro-&~;r~:sniort Meade has a large timber reservation with the Black 
Hills Forest Reserve, upon which there is pine timbe~ .and an abund.ant 
supply of pure mountain spr~g water, ~d also .a. military reservation, 
2 miles by G miles in area, with .all av!11lable adJ_oming land ?eeded for 
the requil'ements of a brigade post, which collectively would mclude the 
level and rolling prairie, open and wood~d streams of water, l?luffs and 
brakes bare hills and timbered mountams, offering all practicable va-
rietiel of country for maneuvers ; and . 

Whereas the hospital records show that t?e pure, mal.ana-fre.e, 
bracing climate r enders Fort Meade the healthiest post garnsoned in 
America ; and . f b 'ldi t d Whereas Fort Meade is m proce~s ? r e m ng as a wo-sq.ua ron 
cavalry post, there having been built m the past six years brick and 
stone barracks for eight troops, hospital, post exchange, line and field 
officers' quarters, noncomm~ssioned officers' quarters, bakery, powd_er 
magazine stables fire station, water system and concrete reservoir, 
sewer system and stable crain, macadamize<;! roads and cement walks, 
electric-light wirin~, and other permanent improvel?ents, modern and 
up-to-date and costmg over $600,000: Therefore be it 

Resol1:ecl, That we favor, and earnes.tly urge the Congress o~ the 
United States by proper enactment to deSigi;iate, Fort Meade as a brigade 
post and provide for the erection of additional barracks, quarters, and 
other strnctures ample and suitable for the proper garrison thereof: 
And be it further . 

Resoh:ed, That we request our Senators and Representatives in Con
gress to employ their best efforts to compass this end. 

Mr. SHIVELY presented petitions of Local Lodge No. 1077, 
of Greencastle; of Local Lodge No. 560, of Frankfort; of Local 
Lodge No. 36 , of Elwood; of Local Lodge No. 981, of East 
Chicago; of Local Lodge No. 270, of New Albany; of l1ocal 
Lodge No. 155, of Fort Wayne; and of Local Lodge No. 235, 
of South Bend all of the Benevolent and Protective Order of 
Elks in the State of Indiana, praying for the enactment of 
legisiation to create a. national reserve in the ~tate of Wyoming 
for the care and maintenance of the American elk, which were 

referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and. the Pro· 
tection of Game. 

He also presented ·petitions of the Tell City Improvement 
Association, of Tell City; .the Commercial Club of Lawrence
burg; the Commercial Club of Michigan City; and the Coal 
Exchange of Jeffersonville, all in the State of Indiana, pray
ing that an appropriation of $50,000,000 be made for the im· 
provement of the inland waterways of the country, which were 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. ~ 

·Mr. CLAPP. I present a joint resolution of the legislature 
of the Sfate of Minnesota for reading and reference. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was read and 
referred to the Committee on Commerce, as follows: 

Joint resolution. 
Whereas fallen trees and tree tops and sand bars and other obstruc: 

tions which have gathered and formed around and about the same at 
many an!] various · places in the channel of the lower Minnesota 
River seriously clog the channel thereof, and seriously impede 
and practically make impossible the natural navigation thereof, and 
operate to destroy navigation thereof and the natural commerce thereon, 
and, moreover, in the seasons of the high waters thereof necessarily 
cause numei·ous destructive overflows of said river, at many and various 
places and in many and various localities in the valley thereof, destroy
ing annually hundreds of thousands of dollars' worth of the cultivated 
crops of the valley thereof ; and . 

Whereas it is supremely necessary and of paramount importance that 
said obstructions be early and eJiectively· removed from the channel of 
said river in order to promote the natural and profitable navigation 
thereof and develop the natural commerce thereon and in order to 
prevent, and such removal is necessary to prevent, the annual, fre: 
quent, and destructive overflows thereof, as aforesaid, and in order to 
prevent the great annual loss and damage inflicted upon the settlers 
along said river valley resulting from the overflows of the said river 
and which are caused by the obstructions above referred to; and 

Whereas the said river and the channel thereof, and the care thereof, 
are under the jurisdiction of the United States Government, said river 
being classed as navigable : Therefore be it . 

Resolved b.y the house of representatives (the senate concurring), 
That our Representatives in Congress be, and they hereby are, requested 
and urged to forthwith use their influence and utmost endeavor, with
out delay, to secure from the Congress of the United States authority 
for the use of, and appropriation necessary for the early use of govern
ment dredges and snag boats sufficient and adequate for the purpose of 
the early and complete removal from the channel of the said river of all 
sand bars and other obstructions therein materially obstructing or 
impeding or preventing or making impracticable the natural naviga
tion thereof or materially injurious to the natural commerce thereon 
or which necessarily c·ause the destructive overflows: And be - it 
further 

Resolved, That an authenticated copy hereof be mailed to each of 
our said Representatives. 

Adopted by the house of 

AooLrH o. EBERHARD, 
Lieutenant-Governor. 

A. J. ROCKN.l!J, Speaker. 
representatives F'ebruary 17, 1909. 

ARCHIBA.LD H. V .l!lRXON, 
Ohief Olet·T.:. 

Adopted by the senate February 18, 1909. 
GEO. W. PEA.CHEY, Secretary. 

l\fr. CLAPP. I present a joint resolution.of the legislature of 
Minnesota, which I ask may be read and referred to the Com· 
mittee on Commerce. 

'.rhere being no objection, the joint re olution was read and 
referred to the Committee on Commerce, as follows: 

Whereas for the transportation development of the great industrial 
interior of the continent of North America, nature has provided, on the 
one hand the Great Lakes chain, which is the greatest inland sea in 
the world, and, on the other band, the Mississippi River and tribu
taries, which have no equal as natural transportation channels, for a 
great internal commerce; 

Whereas the freight tonnage shipped from the port of Duluth
Superfor exceeds that of New York, or any other American port, while 
the net tonnage passing from Lake Superior through the oo Canal is 
three times that which passes through the Suez Canal in the trade be
tween Europe and the Odent, and the Great Lakes fleet is the greatest 
merchant fleet which floats the American flag; · · 

Whe1·eas Minnesota produces and ships to eastern furnaces annually, 
close upon 30,000,000 tons of iron ore, which exceeds one-half of the 
iron-ore product of America and one-fourth that of the world, and 
whereas this iron ore should be converted into iron and steel by Minne
sota labor on Minnesota soil for distribution tbrnugbout the Mississippi 
Valley and westward, and a great industrial plant for such purpose is 
now being established at Duluth; . 

Whereas Minnesota and the near-by upper Mississippi Valley States 
of Wisconsin, Iowa, Nebraska, North and South· Dakota annually pro
duce about 300,000,000 bushels of wheat and 900,000,000 bushels of 
corn oats and other coarse grains, besides a vast tonnage of flour, lum
ber, '11ve stock, and dairy products, much of which seeks transportation 
to the markets of the world ; and · 

Whereas the Great Lakes system, which connects with the Atlantic 
seaboard and the Mississippi Rive1·, which flows to the Gui! of Mexico, 
have their common source in Minnesota, the tributaries of the upper 
Missi sippi extending within 50 miles of Lake Superior, and the union 
of the Great Lakes and Mississippi watersheds by canalization would 
make the greatest internal waterway of the world: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring}, 
That it is the sense of the legislature of Minnesota that the commerce 
of tbis great lake and. river should be connected by a national water
way canal; 

Resolved, That such waterway is of the greatest importance to this 
State and Nation, and we hereby pledge the cooperation of the Com· 
monwealth of Minnesota with our Federal Government in the construc
tion of such canal and in canalizing the upper Mississippi River; 

Resol·ved further, That our delegation in Congr~ss be, and is hereby, 
urged to impress upon Congress the necessity for immediate actfoa in 

\ 
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constructing such canal, and that a copy of these resolutions be sent to 
each Senator and Representative from this State. 

A~fopted by the house of representatives March 11, 1909. 
ARCHIBALD H. VERNON, 

Adopted by the senate March 16, 1909. 
Chief Clerk. 

GEO. W. PEACHEY, 
Secretary of Senate. 

Ur. CLAPP presented a memorial of granite. companies of St. 
Cloud, Rockville, Granite City, and East St. Cloud, all' in the 
State of Minnesota, remonstrating against a reduction of the 
duty on granite and granite products, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WETMORE. I present a resolution of the legislature of 
Rhode Island, which I ask may be read and referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. . 

There being no objection, the resolution was read and re
. ferred to the Committee on Commerce, as follows: 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND, IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 
January Session, A. D. 1909. 

Resolution requesting the Senators and Representatives in Congress to 
urge Congress to make an appropriation of $40,000 to reimburse the 
State of Rhode Island and the town of New Shoreham for expendi
tures in opening, keeping, and protecting the breachway at Great 
Salt Pond, Block Island. 
Whereas the town of New Shoreham has expended the sum of $40,000 

in causing the breachway or channel existing between the Great Salt 
·Pond, in said town, and the sea to be opened and in keeping and pro
tecting such breachway so opened in accordance with the provisions of 
·chapter 128!) of the public laws, entitled "An act to encourage and pro
tect the fishing industries of the State," passed by the general assembly 
at its January session, A. D. 1894, and chapter 1435 of the public laws, 
entitled "An act to complete and protect the breachway at Great Salt 
Pond, Block Island," passed by the general assembly at its January ses
sion, A. D. 1895 ; and 

Whereas the sum of $40,000 so expended by said town was borrowed 
by said town of New Shoreham from the State of Rhode Island upon 
the promissory notes of said town for the aggregate sum of $40,000 ; 
and 

Whereas the State of Rhode Island1 by the resolution passed by the 
general assembly at its January session, A. D. 1908, canceled the in
debtedness represented by notes for the sum of $15,000 then past due 
and caused said notes for said sum of $15,000 to be canceled and sur
rendered up to the town treasurer of the town of New Shoreham; and 

Whereas by reason of the opening of said breachway or channel and 
the maintenance and protection of said breachway said Great Salt Pond 
has become an important national harbor of refuge for vessels engaged 
in the coasting trade and in the fishing industries of New England, and 
the expenditures made by the town of New Shoreham as aforesaid have 
inured to the advantage of the coastwise commerce of the United States : 
Therefore, be it 

Resoli:ed, That this general assembly requests the Senators and Rep
resentatives from this State in the Congress of the United States to 
urge tlie appropriation by Congress of the sum of $25,000 to reimburse 
the town of New Shoreham for the expenditures made by it in opening, 
keeping, and protecting said breachway, and the further sum of $15,000 
to reimburse the State of Rhode Island for the amount loaned upon the 
notes of the town of New Shoreham canceled by the State as aforesaid. 

ST.A.TE OF RHODE ISLAND, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRET.A.RY OF STATE, 

Providence, March 16, 1909. 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of the original reso-

1 u tion passed by the general assembly of the State of Rhode Island on. 
thP. 16th day of March, A. D. 1909. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
seal of the State aforesaid the date first above written. 

[&EAL.] CHARLES P. BENNETT, 
Secretary of State. 

l\fr. GAMBLE presented a petition of· Local Lodge 7089, 
Benevolent and Protective Ord~r of Elks, of Mitchell, S. Dak., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to create a national 
-reserve in the State of Wyoming for the care and maintenance 
of the American elk, which was referred to the Committee on 
Forest Reservations and the Protection of Game. 

·1\Ir. CARTER. I present senate joint memorial No. 5 of 
the legislature of Montana, favoring the donation of 150,000 
acres of public land to the state penitentiary of Montana, 
150,000 acres in aid and on account of the state insane asylum, 
and 150,000 acres of public land in aid and on account of the 
state orphans' home. I ask that the joint memorial be printed 
in the RECORD and referred to the Committee on Territories. 

There being no objection, the joint memorial was referred to 
the Committee on Territories and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows : 

Senate joint memorial 5. 
To tht1 honorable Senate and House of Representatives 

of the United States in Congress assembled: 
Whereas it was the manifest intention of Congress when the Terri

tory of Montana was admitted into the Union as a State to set aside 
and donate public lands to aid in the establishment of all public insti
tutions, following a long-established precedent; and 

Whereas through ovel'Sight and inadvertence no donation was made 
on account of the state penitentiary, the state asylum for the insane, 
nor the orphans' home, as was the case in other States: Now there
fore be it 

Resoli:ed, That we, your memorialists, petition and earnestly urge 
that there be set aside and donated out of and from the unappropriated 
lands of the United States lying and being withln the borders of the 
State of Montana 150,000 acres in aid and on account of the state 
penitentiary of Montana, 150,000 acres in aid and on account of the 
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asylum for the insane, and 150,000 in aid and on account of the 
orphans' home: Be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be, and is hereby, instructed 
to forthwith transmit copies of this memorial, properly authenticated, 
to the Secretary of the Interior and to our Senators and Representatives 
in Congress. 

Approved March 10, 1909. 

w. R . ~ .LLEN, 
P1·es1Jent of the Senate. 

W. W. McDOWELL, 
Speaker of the House. 

EDWIN L. NORRIS, Go-r:ernor. 
Filed March 10, 1909, at 2 o'clock p. m. 

A. N. YODER, 
Sec1·etary of State. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of Montana, ss: 
I. A. N. Yoder, secretary of state of the State of Montana, do hereby 

certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of the 
senate joint memorial No. 5, enacted by the eleventh session of the 
legislative assembly of the State of Montana and approved by Edwin L . 
Nonis on the 10th day of March, 1909. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of said 'State. Done at the city of Helena, the capital of 
said State, this 18th day of March, A. D. 1909. 

[SEAL.] A. N. YODER, 
Secrntary of State. 

l\fr. CARTER. I present senate concurrent resolution No. 1 
of the legislature of l\Iontana, praying for the improvement of 
the Missouri River, the Yellowstone River, or the Red River 
of the North. 

I ask that the concurrent resolution be printed in the RECORD 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce. · 

There being no objection, the concurrent resolution was re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

Senate concurrent resolution 1. 
Whereas the National Rivers and Harbors Congress has asked that 

provision be made for $500,000,000 to be expended for the development 
of the navigable waterways of the United States ; and 

Whereas it has been publicly announced by a high and well-informed 
official of the United States that a sum of about $275,000,000 has 
already been appropriated and authorized to be expended upon works 
now undertaken and to be hereafter completed on the rivers and harbors 
of the United States; and 

Whereas none of said $275,000,000 is being expended on the 1,600 
miles of the navigable Missouri River above Sioux City ; and 

Whereas the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har
bors recommends the improvement of the Missouri River below Sioux 
City (which is concurred in by the United States engineers), and its 
estimate provides for the general improvement of the Missouri River 
below Sioux City, Iowa, of which sum $2,000,000 is to be expended 
annually upon th~ Missouri River from Kansas City to St. Louis ; and 

Whereas no estrmates have been made for the general imp1·ovement 
of the Missouri River above Sioux City, Iowa, or the Yellowstone 
Rive1· or the Red River of the North; and 

Whereas no money is being expended nor bas provision been made to 
expend any part of the aforementioned $42,500,000 within the States of 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Montana ; and 

Whereas the United States engineers' estimate, submitted to the 
Chief of Engineers and through him submitted to the present Congress 
makes practically no provision for any expenditure for the improve~ 
ment or snagging of the upper Missouri River above Sioux City or the 
Yellowstone River in North Dakota and Montana; and 

Whereas commerce carried on these streams during the year 1908 in 
the localities mentioned exceeds that of the Missouri River below 
Sioux City: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate (the house of 1·epresentatives concun'ing) 
That our Senators and Representative in Congress be requested to im~ 
mediately obtain proper estimates through the War lJepartment of the 
requirements for the permanent general improvement of the Missouri 
River between Sioux City, Iowa, and Fort Benton Mont. and the 
Yellowstone River between its mouth and Terry, 1-Iont., a~d on the 
Red River of the North between Fargo, N. Dak., and the international 
boun~ary line, and for the sp~cific improvement and the revetment of 
the river banks at several pornts. namely, in the vicinity of Judith 
Frazier, and Mondak, Mont., and other places where cavin"' bank~ 
menace river craft and destroy the channel ; and that they be re
quested to obtain suitable appropriations from the p1·esent Congress 
wherewith to make these specific improvements promptlv and in the 
event of there being no river and harbor bill, they be reque~ted tO secure 
adequate appropriations for these specific improvements throuah some 
other measure, so as to maintain the channel of these rivers"' for the 
purpos~ of protecting and providing for the present and continually 
increasrng commerce thereon. 

Resolved, That a certified copy of this resolution be sent to our 
Senators and Representative in Congress. 

W.R. ALLEN, 
President of the Senate. 

W. W. McDOWELL, 

Approved March 6, 1909. lJpeaker of the House. 

EDWIN L. NORRIS, Governor. 
Filed March 6, 1909, at 3.30 o'clock p. m. . 

A . N. YODER, Secretary of State. 
UNITED ST.A.TES OF AMERICA, State of Montana, ss: 

I, A. N. Yoder, secretary of state of the State of Montana do hereby 
certify that the above is a true and correct copy of senate' concurrent 
resolution No. 1, enacted by the eleventh session o! the legislative as
sembly of the State of Montana and approved by Edwin L. Norris 
governor ?f said State, on the Clth day of March, A. D. 1909. ' 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of said State. Done at the city of Helena, the capital o:f 
said State, this 18th day of March, A. D. 1909. 

[SEAL.] A. N. YoDmn, 
Secretary of State. 
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l\Ir. C.IBTER. r present senate joint resolution No. 6 of the 
legislature of Montana, p1·aying for the establishment of a new 
division of the Railway Mail Service, to include the States of 
Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Iontana and the Territory of 
Alaska, to be known as " division No. 13." I ask that the joint 
resolution be printed in the RECORD and referred to the Com
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was :referred to 
the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Senate joint resolution 6. 
Whereas the present postal divisions of the .Railway Mail Service now 

established in the Northwest are of that size that proper and conven
ient consideration can not be given to all of the territory, the same 
being composed of part of the eighth and part of the tenth Railway 
Mail Service divisions, the headquarters of the former being at San 
Francisco, cal., and the latter at St. Paul, Minn.; and 

Whereas it appears from all of the evidence at band that it would be 
extremely desirable that a third division be formed of portions of the 
said two divisions, to wit, Alaska, Oregon, Idaho, Washington. and 
l\Iontana, the same to constitute Railway Mail Service Division No. 13 : 
Therefo1•e 

We, the senate (the house concurring), most earnestly and respect
fully pray that an act of Congi•ess be passed creating a new division 
of the Railway Mail Service, consisting of the States of Oregon, Wash· 
ington, Idaho, and Montll.Ila and the Territory of Alaska; and 

The ecretary or state of Montana is hereby directed to send a eopy 
~f this petition to the Congress of the United States. 

W.R. ALLEN, 
Presid.ent of the Senate. 

W. W. McDOWELL, 
Speaker of the House. 

J\fr. BRIGGS presented a petition of the Verona Chemical 
Company, of Newark, N . .J., praying for an increase in the pro
posed duty on saccharine, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Verona Chemical Company, 
of Newark, N. J., praying for an increase of the duty on Yanillin, 
and that cloves be placed on the free list, whlch was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of Campbell, Morrell & Co., of 
Pa aic, N. J., praying that gypsum be placed on the free list, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the J. & S. S. Thompson Com
pany, of Elizabeth, N. J., praying for the repeal of the tarjff on 
crude gypsum rock, which was referr.ed to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of Stengal & Rothschild, of New
ark, N. J., praying that raw hides be placed on the free list, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of :the Robertson Art Tile Com
pany, of Trenton, N. J., praying for the retention of paragraph 
83 of the proposed tariff Jaw, relating to the duty on tiles, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also ·pre ented a. petition of J. 0. Mahlan, of Ridgewood, 
N . J., praying for the adoption -0f certain changes in Schedule 
·G of the present tariff iaw relating to the duty 'Oil currants, 
date , citron, almonds. etc., which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance.. 

He also presented a memorial of Richard Meyer. of New 
EDWIN L. NORRIS.. Govemor. Durham, N. J., remonstrating against the proposed reducti'On 

Filed March 6, 1909, at 3.30 o'clock p. m. ,of the duty on ileather nsed in the manufactm-e of nianofortes. 

Approved March 6, 1909. 

A. N . YODER~ .Secretary of State. ~J 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of Montana, ·ss: which was l'eferred to t'.he Committee on Finance. 

I, A. N. Yoder, secretary of stat.e of the State of Montana, -do hereby He also presented a memorial of Local Lodge No. 340, iin-
certify that the ab-Ove is .a true and correct eopy of senate joint resolu- ternational Association -of Machinists, of Newark. N. ;r., re
tion No. 6. enacted by the eleventh session of the legislative assembly monsh·ating a!!:ainst the reduction of the duty on iron and 
of the State of Montana, and approved by Edwin L. Norrls, govern-0r o1 = 
said State. on the 6th day of March, 1909. steel, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

iin testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affix:ed the He also pre entecl the memorial -0f John H. Stoddart, general 
great seal of said State. -"" th ""'T y ~ U "' ·~~~· • A f N y Done at the city of Helena, the capital of said State, this 19th day mana""er ui e ...c:11ew orn. nuerwrlLCJ.'S ~geney, o ew ork 
of March, A. D. 1909. City, N. Y., remonstrating against the adoption of a federal in-

[SEAL. ] A. N. YoDE.R, Secretary of State. herita.nce tax, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 
l\tlr. CARTER. I present :a senate substitute for bouse con- Mr. BURKETT ];ll'esented a petition .of sundry lithog.i:aphers 

current resolution No. ·6, of the legislature of Uonta.na, relating of Omaha, Nebr., praying for an increase of the import duty on 
to the classification of the mineral lands within the land grant lithographic J)"l'-Oduets. whicll was referred to the Committee on 
of the Northern Pacific Il.ailro:!d Company~ I .ask that the c-0n- Finance. 
current resolution be printed in the ~BD and referred to the l\Ir. DEPEW presented a memorial of the Chamber t0f Com-
Committee on Public Lands. . merce of Gouverneur, N. Y., remonstrating '3.galnst any :reduc-

There being no objection, .the concurrent resolution w:a.s re- , tion being mad.e in the duty .on paper, wood pulp, sulphite, and 
ferred to the Committee on Public Lands and ordered to be ' lumber, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 
printed in the RECOBl>, as follows : I He also presented a petition -0f the .Chamber of Commerce of 

Senate substitute for house concurrent resolution '6. Utica, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation providing 
'l'o the honorable Senate and for the improvement of the rivers nnd harbors of the country, 

H-0use of Represe-ntatives in -Congress assembled: · 'whicb was referred to tbe Committee -On Commerc . 
Whereas a bill -was passed by Congress providing for 1the rc-Ias:si:flca- He ·also presented a petition of the Adil'ORdack Lumber Manu-

tion of the mineral lands in the Northern Pacifi.c land grant, a..nd where . f t d Shi ,,, A ' • ti f ut· N y . f 
a classification was pretended to be made by certain officials Am.own as ac urers an PPe,i;l!! ..a-~socia ?n., O ica, .r • ., p~aymg or 
"mineral-land commissioners;" and the enactment -Of legislation to msure the conser1ation of the 

Whereas investigation of the w-0rk of such mineral-land commission· Adirondack forest, •which was referr.ed to the Committee on 
ers by special field officials of the Interior Department discloses :the Co • +;N f N t' ~~ lE • 
fact that .said formei· so-called "mineral-land -classification,, was un- n er\al,IVn o a ionu.:t .. ~ources. 
scientific, worthle s, and made without full knowledge ~f the landq He also presented petition i0f snnd1~y citizens of New '.York, 
within the Northern faci.fic land grant, and to the -Oetr.iment of the praying for the imposition of ia higher import duty .on litho-
Government and pubhc ; and h " d t h "ch ' ~"" , . d t th 'C •t Whereas such investigation has shown such pretended classification to grap IC pr.o uc s, W 1 were l'.=.eue o e omm1 tee on 
be inaccurate and devoid of merit ; and Finance. 

Wherea.s as a .result ot an inves.tigat~on by the Interior Department l\1r STEPHENSON presen.ted a memorial {}f the Menasha 
of less than 50 per cent of the compla.mts so tar made nearly 20,000 . • ' . 
acres of mineral land has been restored to the Government; a:n.B !Paper Oompany, m Menasha; of the Grand Rapids PuJp and 

Whe1·eas ~ pr<?per .and just classification of the mi;nera.l lruld of .Mon- Paper Company; of the Nek-0osa Edwards P..aper Company, of 
tan:i is of v1tal lllteiest to the min~rs and pr-0specto1~ of the State, :rn_d Port Edwards . o:f the Nekoosa Edward rar)er Company of 
involves mineral lands of untold IIllllions of value: Now therefore be 1t _ . ' • • 

Resolved . by the legislative assenibly of the State o.f .Mon.tana (the 1\.ekoosa; and of the Un10n Bag and Paper Company, -Of Kau-
senate conc1trr-i11g), T~at we humbly pet~ti_on and request of the Na- kau:na, all in the State -Of "Wisconsin, remonsb.·ating against the 
tional Cong!ess that it .pass ;a.D act p1·oviding to1· a _iust, honest, .and repeal -Of the duty .on print paper wood pulp etc. which were 
thorough mrneral reclassification of all lands of the .State of Montana ef ed. to th Co ':tt F" ' ' ' 
within the Northern Paci.fie land grant. r err . e mmi: ee on · mance. . 

w. R . ALLEN, He also presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 665, Benevo-
Presiclcnt of the Senate. lent and Protective Order of Elks, of Marshfield, Wis., .nrayinbO' w. w. McDOWELL. 1' 

Speaker of the H-OUBe. for the enactment of 1egislati.on to ·create a national reserve in 
Approved March 4, 1909. 

EDWIN L. NORRIS, Governor. 
Filed l\Iarch 4, 1909_, .at 11.05 o'clock p. m. 

A. N. YODER, Secretary of State.. 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, State of Mon taiia, ss: I 

the State of Wy.eming for the care and maintenance of the 
American .elk, which was referred to the Committee on Forest 
Reserw-ations ,and th.e Protection .of Game. 

H.e also pr.esented u petition .of .sundry lithographers ·of Wis
consin, praying for the imposition of .a higher import duty on 
1itbo""raphic products, which was referred to the Committee oh 
Finance. 

I A. N. Yoder, secretary of state of the tate of Montana, do hereby 
certlfy that the above is a true and correct copy of senate substitute 
for bou e con on· nt z·esolution No. 6, nacted by the ele enth ses ion . 
.of th-e lc;:;i lativ.c assembly of the State o! :Montana, a.nd . approved by . 
Edwin L. Jorri , ~OT rno1· of aid State, on the 4th day of Yarcll, 1909. 

In testimony ' whereof I have hereunto set my hand and a.ffi.xed the 
Ile also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Prairie du 

Chien, Wis., praying that an app1·opriation be made for the 
imprff\.e:inent and regulation .of the l\fissis ippiltiver in the vicin

the 'Cnpttal of said State, this 18tn -Oay ity of Prairie du Chien, whicb was :refen·ed :to the Committee 
grent ea'l of aid State. 

Done at the city of Helena, 
of March, A. D. 1909. 

[S~AL. ] A. N . YODER, Secretary of State. on Commerce. 
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BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first and 
second times by unanimous consent, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. COLLO~I: 
A bill (S. 496) to amend an act approved January 5, 1905, 

entitled "An act to incorporate the American National Red 
Cross;" to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A bill (S. 497) to renew and extend certain letters patent; 
and 

A bill ( S. 498) to renew and extend certain letters patent; to 
the Committee on Patents. 

A bill (S. 499) making appropriation for expenses incurred 
under the treaty of Washington; 

A bill ( S. 500) for the relief of George Q. Allen; and 
A bill ( S. 501) for the relief of Lucy L. Bane; to the Com

mittee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 502) to create in the War and Navy departments, 

respectively, a roll to be known as the "civil war officers' 
annuity honor roll,'' to authorize placing thereon, with pay, cer
tain surviving officers who served in the Volunteer or Regular 
Army, Navy, or Marine Corps of the United States in the civil 
war and who are not now on the retired list of the Regular 
Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, and for other purposes; 

A bill ( S. 503) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of Edward Callan; 

A bill (S. 504) authorizing the President to transfer First 
Lieut. George G. Craig, l\!edical Reserve Corps, United States 
Army, to the l\fedical Corps, United States Army, and place him 
on the retired list ; and 

A bill ( S. 505) to correct the military record of Andrew 
Edgar; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 506) for the relief of William Boldenweck, assist
ant treasurer of the United States at Chicago; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

A bill (S. 507) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
E. Boyd; 

A bill ( S. 508) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Clayton; 

A bill · ( S. 509) granting an increase of pension to Asher M. 
Castle; 

A bill ( S. 510) granting an increase of pension to Marion 
Campbell; 

A bill (S. 511) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
V. Carey; 

A bill ( S. 512) granting an increase of pension to James 
Clark; 

A bill ( S. 513) granting a pension to Charles Ames; 
A bill (S. 514) granting an increase of pension to Nelson 

Arsnall; 
A bill (S. 515) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

Ashton; 
A bill ( S. 516) granting an increase of pension to Ira Bacon; 
A bill ( S. 517) granting an increase of pension to Laban S. 

Babbitt; 
A bill (S. 518) granting an increase of pension to Joseph H. 

Bayles; · 
A bill ( S. 519) granting an increase of pension to Ira Bell ; 
A bill (S. 520) granting an increase of pension to William T. 

Coleman; 
A bill ( S. 521) granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 

Doolittle; 
A bill (S. 522) granting an increase of pension to William 

Donegan; 
A bill ( S. 523) granting a pension to John Donnelly ; and 
A bill (S. 524) granting an increase of pension to Aaron V. 

Davis; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. GALLINGER: 
A bill (S. 525) to amend the Rct of 1\farch 3, 1891, entitled 

"An act to provide for ocean mail service between the United 
States and foreign ports and to promote commerce; " to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

A bill (S. 526) for the relief of the State of New Hampshire· 
to the Committee on Claims. ' 

A bill ( S. 527) for the erection of a statue to the memory of 
Gen. James l\Iiller at Peterboro, N. H.; and 

A bill ( S. 528) for the erection of an equestrian . statue of 
Maj. Gen. John Sfark in the city of Manchester, N. H.; to the 
Committee on the Library. 

A bill ( S. 529) to provide for a term of the circuit and dis
trict courts at Keene, N. H.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A bill (S. 530) to_ amend an act entitled "An act donating 
public lands to the several States and Territories which may 
provide colleges for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic 
arts,'' approved July 2, 1862, and the acts supplementary thereto, 

so as to extend the benefits thereof to the District of Columbia; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

A bill ( S. 531) to further protect the public health, and im
posing additional duties upon the Public Health and Marlne
Hospital Service; to the Committee on Public Health and Na
tional Quarantine. 

A bill ( S. 532) to correct the military record of l\Iirrick R. 
Burgess; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. STEPHENSON: 
A bill ( S. 533) for the erection of a public building at Mil

waukee, Wis.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

A bill ( S. 534) granting a pension to John Sherwood ; 
A bill (S. 535) granting a pension to Olive L. Thew; 
A bill ( S. 536) granting a pension to Rose A. Rowell; and 
A bill ( S. 537) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

Wait (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. BOURNE: 
A bill ( S. 538) to amend sections 2586 and 2587 of the Re

vised Statutes of the United States, as amended by the acts of 
April 25, 1882, and August 28, 1890, relating to collection dis
tricts in Oregon; to the Committee on Commerce. 

A bill (S. 539) to authorize the sale of certain lands belong
ing to the Indians on the Siletz Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Oregon; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 540) granting a pension to Susan E. Baker; and 
A bill ( S. 541) granting an increase of pension to William F. 

Hodges; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BROWN: 
A bill (S. 542) creating an additional division of the Railway 

Mail Service, with headquarters at Omaha, Nebr., and provid
ing the necessary officials therefor ; to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post-Roads. 

A bill ( S. 543) to amend section 15 of an act to amend the 
national banking laws, approved May 30, 1908 · to the Commit-
tee on Finance. ' 

A bill (S. 544) for the relief of the heirs of David W. Dod
son, deceased; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 545) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of Jacob Byers; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

A bill (S. 546) to correct the naval record of William Lewis 
Holland; to the Committee on Na val Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 547) granting an increase of pension to William 
P. Snowden; 

A bill ( S. 548) granting an increase of pension to Osmund 
Mikesell; 

A bill (S. 549) granting an increase of pension to James 
Thompson; 

A bill (S. 550) granting an increase of pension to Michael 
Denyant; 

A bill ( S. 551) granting an increase of pension to Asa J. 
Clother; 

A bill . (S. 552) granting an increase of pension to A. J. 
Snowden; , 

A bill ( S. 553) granting a pension to Catherine Kelly· 
A bill ( S. 554) granting an increase of pension to 'Otis B. 

Smith; 
A bill (S. 555) granting a pension to Catherine Mastick · 
A bill ( S. 556) granting an increase of pension to William 

Kelley; 
A bill ( S. 557) granting an increase of pension to John u. 

Bayley; 
A bill (S. 558) granting an increase of pension to Milton H. 

Bates; 
A bill ( S. 559) granting an increase of pension to William H. 

Covert; 
A bill (S. 560) granting an increase of pension to Samuel s. 

Peters; 
A bill ( S. 561) granting an increase of pension to Reubin p 

l\IcCutchen (with an accompanying paper) ; ' 
A bill ( S. 562) granting an increase of pension to Daniel B. 

Bailey (with accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 563) granting a pension to Elizabeth S. Reed (with 

an accompanying paper) ; 
A bill (S. 564) granting a pension to Ida :M. Smith; and 
A bill (S. 565) granting an increase of pension to William c. 

Hudnall; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. DILLINGHAM: 
A bill ( S. 566) providing for the purchase of a painting <>f 

Abraham Lincoln; to the Committee on the Library. · 
A bill (S. 567) increasing the pensions of army nurses;. to 

the Committee on Pensions. · 
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By Mr. CRANE: 
A bill (S. 568) granting an increase of pension to Otis T. 

Simonds; to the Committee on Pensions. 
A bill (S. 569) to pay l\Iaj. Horace P. Williams amount found 

due him by Court of Claims; to the Committee on Claims. 
By 1\Ir. PILES : 
A bill ( S. 570) granting an increase of pension to Cassle 

Thompson (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. PAYNTER: 
A bill (S. 571) granting a pension to Emma Coleman; 
A bill (S. 572) granting a pension to William G. Mandeville; 

and 
A bill ( S. 573) granting a pension to Anna C. Hutchinson; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. STONEl: 
A bill (S. 574) to authorize J. W. Vance, L. L. Allen, C. F. 

Helwig, and H. V. Worley, of Pierce City, 1\Io.; A. B. Durnil, 
D. H. Kemp, Sig Soloman, J. J. Davis, S. A. Chappell, and W. 1\1. 
West, of 1\Ionett, Mo.; M. Ii. Coleman, M. T. Davis, Jared R. 
Woodfill, jr., J. H. Jarrett, and William H. Standish, of Aurora, 
Lawrence County, Mo.; and L. S. Meyer, F. S. Heffernan, Rob
ert A. 1\Ioore, William H. Johnson, J.P. McCammon, M. W. Col
baugh, and W. H. Schreiber, of Springfield, Greene-County, Mo., 
to construct a dam across the James River, in Stone Couni-y, 
Mo., and to divert a portion of its waters through a tunnel into 
the said river again to create electric power; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. CLAY: 
A bill (S. 575) for the relief of Eugene J. O'Conner and 

J. B. Schweers; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. TAYLOR: _ 
A bill ( S. 576) granting an increase of pension to Caloway G. 

Tucker ; and 
A bill ( S. 577) granting a pension to Will H. Mullins; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
A bill (S. 578) to erect a post-office building in tbe city of 

Morristown, Tenn. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

A bill (S. 579) to correct the lineal and relative rank of 
certain officers of the United States Army and to prevent the 
recurrence of like cases by amending the act approved October 
1, 1 90, entitled "An act to provide for tbe examination of 
certain officers of the army and to regulate promotion therein" 
(with an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RAYJ\TER: 
A bill (S. 580) for the relief of Samuel H. Walker; and 
A bill ( S. 581) to pay Leopold Lucbs moneys laid out and 

expended by him in the improvement of a tract of ground in 
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHIVELY: 
A bill ( S. 582) granting an increase of pension to Thomas B. 

Hedges; 
A bill ( S. 583) granting an increase of pension to Hugh 

Berryman; 
A bill (S. 584) granting an increase of pension to John A. 

Clemans ; and 
A bill ( S. 585) granting an increase of pension to William 

Runyan; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. JO::NES: 
A bill ( S. 5 6) granting a pension to William S. Davidson ; 
A bill ( S. 587) granting an increase of pension to Snyder D. 

Freeland; 
A bill (S. 588) granting an increase of pension to Charles T. 

Shepard; 
A bill ( S. 589) granting an increase of pension to Fidelana 

[Whitehead ; 
A bill ( S. 590) granting an increase of pension to David L. 

Smith; 
A bill (S. 591) granting an increase of pension to Charles W. 

Sager; 
A bill (S. 592) granting a pension to C. A. Bills; and 
A bill (S. 593) granting a pension to Sarah A. Waite; to the 

Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. CULBERSON: 
(By request) A bill (S. 594) for the relief of W. R. Trotter 

and others (with an accompanying paper); and 
A bill ( S. 595) for the relief of the estate of W. C. York; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
By l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE: 
A bill (S. 596) to amend an act entitled "An act to regulate 

commerce," approved February 4, 1887, and all acts amendatorv 

thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

A bill ( S. 597) reserving from entry and sale the mineral 
rights to coal and other minerals mined for fuel, oil, gas, or 
asphalt upon or underlying the public lands of the United States, 
and providing for the entry of the surface of public lands under
laid with or containing coal or other minerals mined for fuel, 
oil, gas, or asphalt, and providing for the leasing of the mineral 
rights in such lands; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

A bill (S. 598) providing for the valuation of the segregated 
coal and asphalt lands and the surplus lands in the Choctaw 
and Chickasaw nations and of the surplus lands in the Creek 
Nation, in the State of Oklahoma, and for the sale of the surface 
and the disposition of the mineral rights therein; and 

A bill (S. 599) protiding for the valuation of the segregated 
coal and asphalt lands in the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations, 
in the State of Oklahoma, and for the sale of the surface and 
the disposition of the mineral rights therein; to the Commit
tee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BRIGGS: 
A bill (S. 600) appropriating $10,000 to aid in the erection 

of a monument in memory of the late President James A. 
Garfield, at Long Branch, N. J. ; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

By Mr. CRAWFORD : 
A bill (S. 601) to provide for the government of the Canal 

Zone, the construction of the Panama Canal, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals. 

A bill (S. 602) granting an increase of pension to Joel N. 
Shelton (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 603) -granting an increase of pension to Hiram 
Statla (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 604) granting an increase of pension to Monroe 
Masterson (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 605) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Buchman (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SCOTT: 
A bill ( S. 606) granting an increase of pension to William H. 

Hall (with accompanying papers); and 
A bill ( S. 607) granting an increase of pension to Frederick 

Fouce; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. LODGE: 
A bill (S. 608) correcting the military records of Charles T. 

Gallagher and Samuel H. Proctor (with accompanying papers); 
to the ·committee on Military Affairs. · 

A bill ( S. 609) incorporating the National Institute of Arts 
and Letters; and 

A bill (S. 610) incorporating the American Academy of Arts 
and Letters; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A bill ( S. 611) to restore to the active list of the United 
States Navy the name of Commodore Charles Plummer Perkins, 
United States Navy, retired; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON: 
A bill (S. 614) to amend an act entitled "An act for the re

lief of Dewitt Eastman," approved January 8, 1909; and 
A bill (S. 615) for the relief of Daniel Wells; to the Commit

tee on Military Affairs. 
A bill (S. 616) to amend section 8 of an act entitled "An act 

making appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial 
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1897, and for other purposes," approved May 28, 1896, relative 
to the expense allowance of United States attorneys and a -
sistants while absent from their official residences on official 
business; 

A bill (S. 617) to authorize the issuance of special bench 
warrants in certain criminal cases; 

A bill ( S. 618) to amend an act entitled "An act to establish 
a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United States," 
approved July 1, 1898, as amended by the act of February 5, 
1903; 

A bill ( S. 619) to provide an additional circuit judge for the 
eighth circuit; and 

A bill (S. 620) to regulate the judicial procedure of the courts 
of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A bill ( S. 621) to amend sections 2325 and 2.326 of the Re
vised Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

A bill ( S. 622) to increase the limit of cost for the acqu.IBi
tion of additional land for the site of the new post-office and 
court-house at Duluth, Minn.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

A bill (S. 623) authorizing national banking associations to 
make loans on real-estate security in certain cases ; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 
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A bill (S. 624) to amend an _act entitled ".An act authorizillg 

the construction of additional light-house districts," approved 
June 26, 1880; to the Committee on Commerce. 

A bill ( S. 625) to amend an act entitled "An act to define 
and punish crimes in the district of Alaska, and to provide a 
code of criminal procedure for said district," approved March 3, 
1899; and . 

A. bill ( S. 626) to amend the act of Congress approved March 
3, 1003, entitled "An act to amend section 1 of the act of Con
gre s approved .March 14 1898, entitled 'An act extending the 
homestead laws and providing for a right of way for railroads 
in the district of Alaska; '" to the Committee on Territories. 

A bill ( S. 627) to establish a fish-cultural station in the State 
of Minnesota; to the Committee on Fisheries. 

A bill ( S. 628) granting an increase of pension to Josephine 
Barnard; 

A bill (S. 629) granting an incre~se of pension to Laura M. 
Hoard; 

A bill (S. 630) granting an increase of pension to Henry F. 
Sanford; 

A bill (S. 631) to amend the pension laws of the United 
States; 

A bill ( S. 632) granting an increase of pension to Charles J. 
Decker; 

A bill (S. 633) granting an increase of pension to Harrison 
Sloggy; and 

A bill (S. 634) granting an increase of pension to Daniel W. 
ln"'ersoll; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Wyoming: 
A bill ( S. 635) for the relief of J. Blair Schoenfelt, former 

United States Indian agent, Union Agency, Okla.; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. GORE: 
A bill ( S. 636) making appropriation to defray expenses of 

delegates to the constitutional convention of the State of Okla
homa; to the Committee on Territories. 

A bill (S. 637) for the distribution of the funds of the Five 
Civilized Tribes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

A bill (S. 638) authorizing national banking associations to 
conform to state laws levying a tax or assessment to secure de
positors; to the Committee on Finance. 

A bill ( S. 639) granting a pension to Noah E. Curtis; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. G.A...'l\!BLE : 
A bill (S. 640) authorizing the creation of a land district in 

the State of South Dakota to be known as the "Le Beau land 
district; " to the Committee on Public Lands. 

A bill ( S. 641) extending the provisions of existing pension 
laws to the officers and privates, their widows, children, and de
pendent parents, of the " Dakota Militia of 1862 and 1863; " 

A bill (S. 642) to extend the benefits of the act of June 
27, 1890, to the members of the company of Indian scouts under 
command of Brig. Gen. Alfred Sully in 1864 and 1865; and 

A bill ( S. 643) granting an increase of pension to Thomas E. 
Stanley; to the Committee on ~ensions. 

A bill (S. 644) to amend section 3 of an act entitled "An 
act to amend and further extend the benefits of the act approved 
February 8, 1887, entitled 'An act to provide for the allotment 
of land in severalty to Indians on the various reservations and 
to extend the protection of the laws of the United States over 
the Indians, and for other purposes; ' " to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. PERKINS : 
A bill (S. 645) for the relief of Arthur G. Fisk (with an 

accompanying paper); and 
A bill ( S. 646) for the relief of the estate of Julius Jacobs 

(with an accompanying paper); to the Committee on Claims. 
By Ir. HALE (by request) : 
A bill ( S. 647) for the relief of Marion B. Patterson; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
A bill (S. 648) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

Peters; 
, A bill ( S. 649) granting an increase of pension to George 
Pierce; 

A bill ( S. 650) granting a pension to Cook Gamble; 
.A. bill (S. 651) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

Hayden; and 
A. bill (S. 652) granting increase of pensions to survivors of 

the Indian wars under the acts of July 27, 1892, and June 27, 
1902; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CLAPP: 
A bill ( S. 653) to amend an act entitled "An act to amend 

an act entitled 'An act to regulate commerce,' approved February 
4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof,. to enlarge the powers 

of the Interstate Commerce Commission, approved June 20, 
1906; " to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

A bill (S. 654) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Richter; • 

A bill ( S. 655) granting a pension to Alma C. 1\Iaxey; 
A bill (S. 656) granting an increase of pension to Robert A. 

Hare; 
A bill ( S. 657) granting a pension to Emily A. Horsefield; 
A bill ( S. 658) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

Robichaud; 
A bill ( S. 659) granting a pension to Regina Ebert ; 
A bill ( S. 660) granting a pension to Julia Coolen; 
A bill (S. 661) granting a pension to John DilJon; 
A bill (S. 662) granting an increase of pension to Ezra R. 

Lathrop; 
A bill ( S. 663) granting an increase of pension to Merton 

Stancliff (with accompanying papers) ; 
A. bill (S. 664) granting an increase of pension to William 

Barlow (with accompanying papers); 
A bill (S. 665) granting an increase of pension to Mitchell S. 

Barney (with accompanying papers); 
A. bill ( S. 666) granting an increase of pension to Phillip 

Sutton (with accompanying papers) ; 
A. ' bill (S. 667) granting an increase of pension to William D. 

Lovelace (with accompanying papers); and 
A. bill ( S. 668) granting an increase of pension to Charles H. 

Enos (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. CURTIS : 
A. bill ( S. 669) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

Radcliff; 
A. bill (S. 670) granting an increase of pension to Ira T. Bel

den (with accompanying papers); 
A bill ( S. 671) granting an increase of pension to Parley S. 

McCracken; 
A bill (S. 672) granting an increase of pension to Henry 

Mott; 
A bill (S. 673) granting an increase of pension to William H. 

Jones (with an accompanying paper); 
A bill (S. 674) granting an increase of pension to Joshua B. 

Shumate; 
A bill (S. 675) granting an increase of pension to Young S. 

Slater; 
A bill (S. 676) granting an increase of pension to Soloman 

Kindt (with accompanying papers); 
A. bill ( S. 677) granting an increase of pension to George D. 

Anderson; 
A. bill ( S. 678) granting an increase of pension to J. C. Milton 

(with accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 679) granting an increase of pension to Charles H. 

Golden (with accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 680) granting an increase of pension to Harrison L. 

McGinness; 
A bill ( S. 681) granting an increase of pension to Edward J. 

O'Donnell; 
A bill ( S. 682) granting an increase of pension to John W. 

McDaniels ; 
A. bill ( S. 683) granting an increase of pension to William H. 

Scott; 
A bill (S. 684) granting an increase of pension to Jacob Mar

tin· 
A bill (S. 685) granting a pension to Annie E. Shout (with 

accompanying papers); and 
A bill ( S. 686) granting an increase of pension to Henry C. 

Suess. 
A. bill (S. 687) granting an increase of pension to Calvin 

Gibbons; 
A bill (S. 688) granting an increase of pension to W. M. Nace; 
A bill ( S. 689) granting an increase of pension to Armstead 

Fietcher; 
A. bill ( S. 690) granting an increase of pension to Eli Lewis; 
A bill ( S. 691) granting an increase of pension to Eloi J. 

Hotton; 
A bill ( S. 692) granting an increase of pension to Hiram D. 

Brown; 
A bill (S. 693) granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 

Emert; 
A bill (S. 694) granting an increase of pension to Josiah C. 

Ury; 
A bill (S. 695) granting an increase of pension to F. M. 

Ricards; 
A bill (S. 696) granting a pension to Terressa Jane Hoyt 

(with an accompanying paper); 
A bill ( S. 697) granting an increase of pension to Simon B. 

Madden; 
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A bill ( S. 698) granting an increase ot pension to William E. 
Puett; 

A bill ( S. 699) granting an increase of pension to Harry E. 
Wagner; ,. 

A bill ( S. 700) granting a pension to Catherine Madden; 
A bill ( S. 701) granting an increase of pension to Lyman 

Aldrich; 
A bill ( S. 702) granting an increase of pension to John L. 

Langdon; 
A bill ( S. 703) granting a pension to Mrs. John S. Brannan; 
A bill ( S. 704) granting a pension to A. 0. Constant ; 
A bill (S. 705) granting .an increase of pension to H. Clay 

Harman; 
A bill ( S. 706) granting a pension to Purdis Ludington; 
A bill ( S. 707) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 

l\icElroy; · 
A bill ( S. 708) granting an increase of pension to George E. 

Ray; 
A bill (S. 709) granting a pension to Eliza P. Tagart; 
A bill ( S. 710) granting a pension to Alexander R. Banks; 
A bill ( S. 711) granting an increase of pension to Richard 

Burnside; . 
A bill (S. 712) granting an increase of pension to Richard 

H. Bartlett ; 
A bill ( S. 713) granting a pension to Nancy L. Flew; 
A bill ( S. 714) granting an increase of pension to F. B. 

Fritz· 
A bill (S. 715) granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Dreyer; 
A bill ( S. 716) granting an increase of pension to Josiah 

,Wilcox; 
A bill ( S. 717) granting an increase of pension to Thomus S. 

White; · 
A bill (S. 718) granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Williams; 
A bill (S. 719) granting an increase of pension to Norman A. 

Rupe (with an accompanying paper); 
A bill (S. 720) granting an increase of pension to A. F. Wade; 
A bill ( S. 721) granting an increase of pension to John W. 

Riffe; 
.A bill (S. 722) granting an increase of pension to James M. 

Stanley; 
A bill ( S. 723) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

James; 
A bill (S. 724) granting an increase of pension to Nat G. 

Buster; 
·A bill (S. 725) granting a pension to Emilie J. Raff; 
A bill (S. 726) granting an increase of pension to John Bran

nan· 
A' bill (S. 727) granting an increase of pension to Almon 

Sparling; 
A bill (S. 728) granting an increase of pension to Alfred Hem

mant (with accompanying papers); and 
A bill (S. 729) granting an increase of pension to Jesse F. 

Snow (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By l\lr. BURTON: 
. A bill ( S. 730) for the relief of the several States under the 
act of July 8, 1898, and acts amendatory thereto; and 

A bill (S. 731) for the relief of Mary Sherman McCallum; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

A bill ( S. 732) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
P. Boggis; 

A bill ( S. 733) granting an increase of pension to A. H. Bash; 
A bill ( S. 734) granting an increase of pension to Edmund 

B. Updegrove; 
A bill (S. 735) granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Reader; 
A bill (S. 736) granting an increase of pension to Daniel W. 

Graham; · 
A bill (S. 737) granting a pension to Charles Keyerleber; 
A bill ( S. 738) granting an increase of pension to William 

D. Parlin; 
A bill (S. 739) grnnting an increase of pension to John M. 

Fitzpatrick; 
A bill ( S. 740) granting an increase of pension to Alexander 

Bradley; 
A bill (S. 741) granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Davis; and 
A bill ( S. 742) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

Mulhall; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BURl\THAM: 
A bill (S. 743) granting a pension to Verona Harriman; 

. A bill (S. 744) granting an increase of pension to John B. 
~<?It; 

A bill (S. 745) granting an increase of pension to Augustus 
P. Horne; 

A bill (S. 746) granting an increase of pension to Merrill 
Johnson; · 

A bill ( S. 747) granting an increase of pension to John H. 
Johonnett; 

A bill ( S. 748) granting an increase of pension to Dana H. 
McDuffee; 

A bill (S. 749) granting an increase of pension to Ransom 
Manning; 

A bill (S. 750) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Mansfield; 

A bill ( S. 751) granting an increase of pension to Hosea Q. 
l\faso.n; · 

A bill (S. 752) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Perley; and 

A bill (S. 753) granting an increase of pension to Henry S. 
Perry; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: 
A bill (S. 754) granting an increase of pension to Franklin 

Wilcox; 
. .A bill (S. 755) granting an increase of pension to Henry W. 
Charter; 

A bill (S. 756) granting an increase of pension to George w. 
Muncy; 

A bill (S. 757) granting an increase · of pension to Edwin 
Kerns; 

.A bill ( S. 758) granting a pension to Samuel Garn; 
A bill ( S. 759) granting a pension to Persis M. McKee ; and 
A bill (S. 760) granting a pension to A. J. Staley; to the Com-

mittee on Pensions. 
By Mr. WARNER: 
A bill (S. 761) granting an increase of pension to John R. 

Wilson; 
A bill (S. 762) granting an increase of pension to John H. 

Bird; 
A bill (S. 763) granting an increase of pension to James M. 

Silvers; . 
A bill (S. 764) granting an increase of pension to Dollie 

Taylor; 
A bill (S. 765) granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 

Wrigley; 
A bill (S. 766) granting an increase of pension to Allen Davis; 
A bill (S. 767) granting a pension to Catherine Wagener; 
A bill ( S. 768) granting~ pension to Jacob Scott; 
A bill (S. 769) granting a pension to George.W. Morgan; 

· A bill (S. 770) granting a pension to Thomas Seal; 
A bill (S. 771) granting a pension to James N. Snodgrass; 
A bill ( S. 772) granting an increase of pension to George T. 

Hayes; 
A bill (S. 773) granting an increase of pension to William H. 

Howell; 
A bill (S. 774) granting an increase of pension ·to Andrew 

Douglas; 
A bill ( S. 775) granting an increase of pension to Henry M. 

White; . 
A bill (& 776) granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Muhlbach; 
A bill (S. 777) granting an increase of pension to Austin 

Shinn; 
A bill (S. 778) granting an increase of pension to Alvin 

Mitchell; 
A bill (S. 779) granting an increase of pension to John H. 

Morrison; 
A bill (S. 780) granting an increase of pension to David F. 

Johnson; 
A bill (S. 781) granting an increase of pension to James 

Robinson; 
A bill (S. 782) granting an increase of pension to Albert 

Slq.tes; · 
A bill (S. 783) granting an increase of pension to John H. 

Poynter; 
A bill ( S. 784) granting an increase of pension to James M. 

Beal; 
A bill (S. 785) granting an increase of pension to Collins 

South; 
A bill ( S. 786) granting a pension to Mary E. Williams; 
A bill (S. 787) granting a pension to Mary Rifile; 
A bill (S. 788) granting an increase of pension 'to Simeon 

Lesley; 
A bill (S. 789) granting an increase of pension to Simeon K. 

Howe; 
A bill (S. 790) granting an increase of pension to William S • 

Woodford; 
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A bill ( S. 791) granting rui increase of pension to Jacob 

Yoachum; 
A bill (S. 792) granting a pension to Robert F. Jones; 
A bill (S. 793) granting a pension to Sudie Hopkins; 
A bill ( S. 794) granting a pension to .James A. Church; 
A bill (S. 795) granting an increase of pension to Jerome N. 

Gesnier; 
A bill (S. 796) granting a pension to Michael Champlain; 
A bill ( S. 797) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

Wade; 
A bill (S. 798) granting an increase of pension to Charles ~ 

Collins; 
A bill (S. 799) granting an increase of pension to Josiah U. 

Luyster; 
A bill ( S. 800) grunting an increase of pension to Lee W. 

Putnam; 
A bill (S. 801) granting an increase of pension to John 

Dixon; 
A bill (S. 802) granting an increase of pension to Sylvester 

JI.I. Johnson; 
A bill (S. 803) granting an increase of pension to Gustavus 

Bishop; 
A bill (S. 804) granting a pension to John F. Mitchell; 
A bill (S. 805) granting a pension to Joseph B. Harriford; 
A bill ( S. 806) granting a pension to James P. Hopkins ; 
A bill ( S. 807) granting a pension to Joseph K. Boone; 
A bill (S. 808) granting an increase of pension to John P. 

Todhunter; 
A bill ( S. 800) granting a pension to William H. Thomas; 
A bill ( S. 81-0) granting a pension to John H. Priestley; 
A bill ( S. 811) granting a pension to Elizabeth P. W ethers ; 
A bill (S. 812) granting· an increase of pension to Herman 

Schubert; 
A bill (S. 813) granting a pension to Herman Ruch; and 
A bill (S. 814) to amend section No. 3 of an act entitled "An 

act in amendment of sections 2 .and 3 of an act entitled 'An act 
granting pensions to soldiers and sailors who are incapacitated 
for the performance of manual labor and providing for pensions 
to widows, minor children, and dependent parents,' approved 
June 27, 1890,'' approved May 9, 1900; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

A bill (S. 815) for the relief of Sanger & Moody; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

A bill ( S. 816) to prevent the desecration of the American 
:flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary; 

A bill ( S. 817) for the relief of Jacob John Locher; 
A bill ( S. 818) to empower th€ Secretary of War to allow 

burial of wives of deceased enlisted men in national cemeteries 
in the same gra "\"es as deceased soldiers ; and 

A bill (S. 819) ·to co1•rect the military record of Rudolph 
Kraut; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\fr. NELSON: 
A joint resolution ( S. J. R. 6) :authorizing the Secretary of War 

to award the congressional medal of honor to Guy C. Pierce and 
Thomas H. Nolan; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GORE: 
A joint resolution (S. J. R. 7) proposing an amendment to the 

Constitution providing that Senators shall be elected by the 
people of the several States; to the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections; and , · 

A joint resolution (S. J. R. 8) proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States providing for the levy and 
eollection of an income tax; to the Committee on Finance. · 

LODE CLAIMS IN .ALASKA. 

Mr. NELSON introduced a bill (S. 612) to modify the law 
pertaining to the acquisition and holding of lode claims in the 
district of Alaska, which was read twice by its title. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be referred to the 
Committee on Min.es and Mining. 

1\Ir. KEAN. As I heard the title of the bill read it is in 
regard to Alaska, and it was referred to the Committee on 
Mine and Mining, whereas it ought to go to the Committee on 
Terriories. 

Mr. CLAilK of Wyoming. I somewhat doubt the judgment <>f 
the Senator as to that. It seems that it is a bill in regard to 
.mines, and it should go to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Mr. KEAN. The Committee on Territories- has entire -charge 
of all business relating to Alaska. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. That does not make any difference. 
I can see no m-0re reason why this bill sh-ould go to the Com
mittee on Territories than one relating to mines in New Mexico. 

Mr. KEAN. I will -0nly say to the Senat(lr that it has been 
the -custom to send all sueh bills to the Committee on Terri
tories. I ask that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Territories. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair had referred the bill 
to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Mr. KEAN. I ask that the reference be changed to the Com
mittee on Territories. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey asks 
that the bill be referred to the Committee on Territories. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. DICK. Mr. President, I desire to lodge an objection 
against the request. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made; and the bill 
will be referred to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

CONSERVATION OF TIMBER RESOURCES. 

Mr. NELSON introduced a bill (S. 613) relating to the con
servation of the timber resources of the United States, which 
was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. The bil1 appears to have been referred, by 
request of the Senator from Minnesota, to the Committee on 
Public Lands, whereas it would seem by its title to belong to 
the Committee on Conservation of National Resources. A.t 
least it would seem that if such a bill does not belong to the 
Committee on Conservation of National Resources, that com-
mittee would look in vain for any tangible jurisdiction. · 

.The VICE-PRESIDENT. At the request of the Senator from 
Minnesota the bill wn.s referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

lli. NELSON. .l\fr. President, the bill involves the disposi
tion of public lands. It was before the Committee on Public 
Lands at the last session, and I think it should now go to that 
committee, as it relates to the method of disposing of our public 
lands. 

l\Ir. DOLIJIVER. Very well. 
TAXATION OF P..EAL ESTATE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. SCOTT. I ask leave. to withdraw the bill (S. 114) tax
ing real estate in the District of Columbia, which was intro
duced by me by mistake: 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. No objection is heard, and the bill 
is withdrawn. · 

AMENDMENTS TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. NELSON submitted an amendment proposing to appro
priate- $80,000 for the purchase, condemnation, or otherwise 
of land desirable for a new site for the post-office and court
house at Duluth, Minn.~ etc., intended to be proposed by him to 
the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds and ordered to be 
printed~ 

He also submitted an amendment relative to furnishing meals 
and lodging for jurors in certain cases, etc., intended to be pro
posed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill. which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed. 

He also submitted an amendment providing that hereafter 
the judges of the district courts of the United States shall ·oe 
allowed the sum of $6 per day as expenses for traveling, etc:, 
intended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill, which was referred to the Committee on the .Judiciary and 
ordered to be printed. 

COFFEE TRADE WITH CUBA. 

Mr. DEPEW. I submit a resolution and ask for its present 
consideration. 

The resolution ( S. Res. 8) was read, as follows: 
Senate resolution 8. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be requested to transmit to the 
Senate of the United States all papers and correspondence between the 
Department of State and the Republic of Cuba in connection with the 
question of recognizing coffee roasted in the United States and exported 
to the Republic of Cuba, as being a product of the industry of the 
United States, so far as consistent with the public interests. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask that the resolution be read again. 
It does not seem to be in accordance with the general practice. 

Mr. DEPEW. I think it better that the resolution should go 
to the Committee on Cuban Relations. · 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the resolution 
will be referred to the Committee -0n Cuban Relations. No ob
jection is heard. 

MA.J. PIERBE CHARLES L'ENFANT. 

Mr. RAYNER submitted the following concurrent resolution 
(S. C. Res. 2), which was referred to the Committee on Rules: 

Senate concurrent resolution 2. 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representc;!i1ics concurring), 

That the CommiHSloners o! the District of Columbia are hereby granted 
the use of the Rotunda -Of the Capitol on the occasion o! the removal 
of the remains of Maj. Pierre Charles L'Enfant from the present rest
~ng place, the Digges farm, in Prince George County, Md., to Arlington 
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National Cemetery, where the remains will be reinterred; such use of 
the Rotunda to be for a part of one day, and to be on such day, and 
under such supervision as may be approved by the President of the . 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

l\Ir. CRANE subsequently, from the Committee on Rules, to 
whom was referred the foregoing -concurrent resolution, re
ported it without amendment, and it was considered by unani
mous consent and agreed to. 

EAfPLOYMENT OF ASSISTANT CLERK. 

l\lr. GUGGENHEIM submitted the following resolution ( S. 
Res. 7), which TI""as referred to the Committee to Audit and 
'Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Senate resolution 7. 
R esolved, That the Committee on the University of the United 

States be, and is hereby, authorized to employ an assistant clerk, to 
be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate, at the rate of $1,440 
per annum. 
HEARIN.GS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

l\lr. GALLINGER submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
11), which was referred to the ·committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Senate resolution 11. 
R esolved, That the Committee on the District of Columbia, or any 

subcommittee thereof, be authorized to send for persons and papers 
and to administer oaths, and to employ a stenographer to report such 
hearings as may be had in connection with any subject which may be 
pending before said committee; that the committee may sit during 
the sessions or recesses of the Senate ; and that the expense thereof be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 

PRINTING FOB THE COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

l\lr. GALLINGER. I submit the resolution which I send to 
the desk, and ask unanimous consent for it present considera
tion. 

The resolution ( S. Iles. 9) was read, as follows: 
Senate resolution 9. 

R esolved, That authority is granted to print and bind, for the use 
of the Committee on the District of Columbia, such papers and docu
ments as may be deemed necessary in conne~tlon with subjec~s here
tofore considered or to be considered by said committee durmg the 
Sixty-first Congress. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

l\lr. KEA!~. What is the resolution? 
l\Ir. GALLINGER. It is the usual printing resolution. 
l\Ir. CULBERSON. I ask the Senator from New Hampshire 

if, under the rules, the resolution ought not to go to the Com
mittee on Printing, to examine into the probable cost of the 
proposed printing? . 

Mr. GALLINGER. The cost could not possibly be ascer
tained. Similar resolutions have been passed during the last 
five Congresses. The Committee on the District of Columbia 
·has hearings from time to time, and the committee wishes the 
privilege of printing those hearings. It is an inconsequential 
matter. The committee has been in the habit of doing it for 
a long time. 

l\Ir. CULBERSON. It is the customary resolution? 
Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; it is the customary resolution. 
l\Ir. CULBERSON. Under the circumstances I shall not 

object, but I understand the rule to be that if the cost of print
in"' exceeds $500 the resolution must go to the Committee on 
Printing or to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. I will my to the Senator that the printing 
under the resolution will cost -rery much less than that; and in 
the very nature of thing we could not anticipate the exact cost. 

l\fr. CULBERSON. The Senator is sure, however, that the 
cost of printing will be less than $500? 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. I certainly can give the Senator that as-
surance. 

l\fr. CULBERSO:N. Very well; then it is within the rule. 
The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 

agreed to. 
EDWARD A. KEELER. 

l\Ir. CULLOl\1 submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 
10), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Senate resolution 10. 
R esolved That the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Senate is hereby directed 

to place the name of Edward A. Keeler on the employees' roll of the 
Senate to date from and after the passage of this resolution, at the 
rate of $1,440 per annum, to be paid out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate pending further prov! ion by law, and that such employment be 
continued until otherwise ordered by the Senate. . 

THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. ' 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate concurrent 
resolution 12 from the House of Representatives. which was 
referred to the Committee on Printing, as follows : 

House concurrent resolution 12. 
Resolved by the House of Reprnsentatives (the Senate concun·ing)1 That during the present session of Congress there shall be printed ana 

allotted for distribution to each Member of the House of Representa
tives 40 copies and to each Senator 60 copies of the daily CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD in addition to the number now provided br law but no 
portion of said additional quota shall be reserved for bindmg. ' 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business. . 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
onsideration of executive business. After fifteen minutes spent 

in executive session the doors were reop~ned, and (at 1 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, 
March 29, 1909, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS. 

Executive nominations rnceivea by the S€nate March 25, 1909. 

ASSISTANT SECREI'ARY OF COMMERCE AND LABOR. 

. Ormsby McHarg, of North Dakota, to be Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce and Labor, vice William R. Wheeler, resigned. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS, 

Charles A. Judson, of Ohio, to be collector of customs for the 
district of Sandusky, in the State of Ohio. To fill an existing 
vacancy. 

AMBASSADOR TO ITALY. 

John G. A. Leishman, of Pennsylvania, now ambassador ex
trirnrdinary and plenipotentiary to Turkey, to be ambassador ex
traordinary and plenipotentiary of the United States of America 
to Italy, vice Lloyd C. Griscom, resign~d. 

ENVOYS ExTBAORDINARY AND l\IINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY. 

Henry Clay Ide, of Vermont, to be envoy extraordinary and 
minister plenipotentiary of the United States of America to 
Spain, vice William l\Iiller Collier, resigned. 

Charles H. Sherrill, of New York, to be envoy extraordinary 
and minister plenipotentiary of the United States of America to 
the Argentine Republic, vice Huntington Wilson, appointed As
sistant Secretary of State. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES. 

Thomas R. Lyons, of Alaska, to be United States district 
judge, first division, district of Alaska, vice Royal A. Gunnison, 
whose term expired December 11, 1908. 

Charles P. Orr, of Penns'ylvania, to be United States district 
judge, western district of Pennsylvania. An additional ap
pointment, authorized by the act of Congres~ approved February 
26, 1909. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNE~S. . 

Cornelius D. Murane, of Alaska, to be United States attorn~y, 
third division, district of Alaska, commencing July 1, 1909, 
under the provisions of the act of Congress approved March 3, 
1900 (Public, No. 322). _ 

George B. Curtiss, of New York, to be United States attorney 
for the northern district of New York. A reappointment, his 
term having expired on June 4, 1908. 

Henry A. Wise, of New York, to be United States attorney 
for' the southern district of New York, vice Henry L. Stimson, 
resigned. 

William G. Wheeler, of Wisconsin, to .be United States attor
ney for the western district of Wisconsin. A reappointment, 
his term having expired January 22, 1909. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 

CAVALRY ABM. 

Lieut. Col. Levi P. Hunt, Second Cavalry, to be colonel from 
March 23, 1909, vice Hickey, Fourteenth Cavalry, retired from 
active service. 

Maj. Edwin P. Andrus, Third Cavalry, to be lieutenant-colonel 
from March 23, 1909, vice Hunt, Second Cavalry, promoted. 

Capt. Daniel L. Tate, Third Cavalry, to be major from March 
23, 1909, vice Andrus, Third Ca Yalry, promoted. 

First Lieut. William H. Winters, Thirteenth Cavalry, to be 
captain from March 23, 1909, vice Tate, Third Cavalry, pro
moted. 

INFANTRY ARM. 

Capt. Walter H. Gordon, Eighteenth Infantry, to be major 
from March 23, 1909, vice Browne, Second Infantry, deceased. 

Second Lieut. John .McE. Pruyn, li'ourteenth Infantry, to be 
first lieutenant from December 2, 1908, vice Hawkins, Twenty
seventh Infantry, promoted. 
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Second Lieut. Henry W. Fleet, Second Infantry, to be first 

lieutenant from December 9, 1008, vice Hegeman, Nineteenth 
Infantry, promoted. 

Second Lieut. Francis H. Burr, Third Infantry, to be first 
lieutenant from December 11, 1908, vice Tarlton, First Infantry, 
retired from active service. 

Second Lieut. John C. Ashburn, Fifth Infantry, to be first 
lieutenant from December 24, 1908, vice Hadsell, Nineteenth 
Infantry, promoted. 

Second Lieut. Robert T. Phinney, Twelfth Infantry, to be first 
lieutenant from February 28, 1909, vice Feeter, Seventh In
fantry, promoted. 

Second Lieut. Hugh 1\I. Kelly, Twenty-sixth Infantry, to be 
first lieutenant from March 6, 1909, vice Rains, Twentieth 
Infantry, dropped for desertion. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Commander Richard T. l\Iulligan to be a captain in the navy 
from the 11th day of March, 1909, vice Capt. Albert F. Dixon, 
deceased. 

Lieut. Commander William H. G. Bullard to be a commander 
in the navy from the 25th day of February, 1909, vice Com
mander Henry C. Gearing, retired. 

Ensign Darrell P. Wickersham to be a lieutenant (junior 
grade) in the navy from the 2d day of February, 1909, upon 
the completion of three years' service in present grade. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Darrell P. Wickersham to be a lieu
tenant ·in the navy from the 2d day of February, 1909, to fill 
a vacancy existing in that grade on that date. 

CHIEF JUSTICE, SUPREME COURT OF PORTO RICO. 

Alexander T. Boothe to be postmaster at Pierce City, Mo., in 
place of Alexander T. Boothe. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 27, 1909. 

James F. Rhea to be postmaster at Dixon, l\lo. Office became 
presidential October 1, 190 . 

NEDRASKA. 

Lon Cone to be postmaster at l\lcCook, Nebr., in place of 
Stuart B. McLean, deceased. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Herbert C. Farrand to be postmaster at Bloomfield, N. J., in 
place of George W. Heath, resigned: 

NEW YORK. 

Herbert B. Eaton to be postmaster at Youngstown, N. Y., in 
place of Herbert B. Eaton. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 6, 1909. 

Archibald K. Fowler to be postmaster at Caledonia, N. Y., in 
place of Archibald K. Fowler. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 3, 1909. 

Frederick S. Welch to be postmaster at Allegany, N. Y., iu 
place of Henry E. Harms. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 18, 1908. 

NORTH CAROLIN.A.. 

Jesse C. Randall to be postmaster at Bryson City, N. C. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1908. 

OHIO. 

Charles 1\1. Trace to be postmaster at New Concord, Ohio, in 
place of George C. Watson. Incumbent's commission expired 

Jose Conrado Hernandez, of Porto Rico, to be chief justice of January 20-, 1909. 
the supreme court of Porto Rico, vice Jose Severo Quinones, 
deceased. 

ASSOCIATE JUSTICE, SUPBE?1.r'E CoURT OF PORTO RICO. 

Emilio Toro y Cuerns, of Porto Rico, to be associate justice 
of the supreme court of Porto Rico, vice Jose Conrado Hernan
dez, nominated to be chief justice. 

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 

John W. Miller, of Wisconsin, to be register of the land office 
at Wausau, Wis., his term having expired. (Reappointment.) 

RECEIVER OF PuBLIC MONEYS. 

Uinor S. Williams, of Minot, N. Dale, to be receiver of public 
moneys at Williston, N. Dak., vice Victor Chaffee, deceased, and 
John P. McDowell, temporary appointee. 

POSTMASTERS. 

ALABAMA. 

Newman H. Freeman to be postmaster at Haleyville (late 
Haleysville), Ala. Office became presidential January 1, 1909, 
and to change name of office. 

ILLINOIS. 

William D. Hardy to be postmaster at Taylonille, Ill., in 
place of J ames R. S~ith, resigned. 

IOWA. 

J. W. Jarnagin to be postmaster at Cedar Falls, Iowa, in 
place of Edward A. Snyder. Incumbent's commission expired 
December 14, 1907. 

KANSAS. 

Robert H. Montgomery to be postmaster at Oswego, Kans., in 
place of Jared C. Richcreek. Incumbent's commission expired 
December 14, 190 . 

KENTUCKY. 

Mike Hughes to be postmaster at Shelbyyille, Ky., in place of 
Ludlow F. Petty, resigned. 

MARYLAND. 

William P. Miller to be postmaster at Forest Glen, l\ld. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1908. 

MICHIGAN. 

Cash B. Herman to be postmaster at Carleton, l\lich. Office 
became presidential October 1, W08. 

MISSOURI. 

Robert A. Booth to be postmaster at Buffalo, l\lo., in place of 
Robert A. Booth. Incumbent's commission expired December 
13, 1908. 

OKLAHOMA. 

John Coyle to be postmaster at Rush Springs, Okla. Office 
became presidential July 1, 100 . 

G. L. Hamrick to be postmaster at Tuttle, Okla. Office be· 
came presidential January 1, 1909. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 

Thomas F. Bourke to be postmaster at Rossiter, Pa. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1908. 

James Edward Butler to be postmaster at Ellwood City, Pa., 
in place of Uobert A. Todd. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 30, 1909. · 

John B. Cox to be postmaster at Sheridanville, Pa., in place 
of Charles Wolfenden, resigned. 

Joseph A. l\IcClaran to be postmaster at Saltsburg, Pa., in 
place of Joseph A. McClaran~ Incumbent's commission expired 
l\larch 3, 1909. 

David I. Stadden to be postmaster at Glen Campbell, Pa., in 
place of David I. Stadden. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 27, 1909. 

James TI. Underwood to be postmaster at Roscoe, Pa. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1908. 

VIRGINIA. 

Albert A. Evans to be postmaster at Mount Jackson, Va., in 
place of Albert A. Evans. Incumbent's commission expired 
March 17, 1909. 

CONFIRl\IATIONS. 

B:recutiv e nominations confi,nned by the. Senate Ma1·ch 25, 1909. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMhfERCE AND LABOR. 

Ormsby l\fcHarg to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor. 

RECEIVER OF PUBLIC 1\loNEYS. 

Minor S. Williams to bG receiver of public moneys at Willis· 
ton, N. Dak. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Lieut. Charles M. Tozer to be a lieutenant-commander. 
Lieut. Leigh C. Palmer to be a Heutenant-commander. 
The following-named lieutenant-commanders to be lieutenant. 

commanders : 
Thomas D. Parker, 
Jonas H. Holden, 
Thomas T. Crayen, 
Daniel W. Wurtsbaugb., 
Gatewood S. Lincoln, 
Ivan C. Wettengel, 
Wat T. Cluverius, 
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Albert W. Marshall, 
Thomas A. Kearney, 
Arthur MacArthur, jr., and 
Frank E. Ridgely. 
Lieut. Commander Robert E. Coontz to be a commander. 
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) : 
Andrew C. Pickens, 
Paul P. -Blackburn, 
Forde A. Todd, and 
.Allen B. Reed. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants: 
Andrew C. Pickens, 
Paul P. Blackburn, 
Forde A. Todd, and 
.Allen B. Reed. 
.Midshipman Joseph S. Evans to be an ensign. 
The following-named paymasters, with the rank of lieutenant, 

to be payma ter with the rank of lieutenant-commander: 
Timothy S. O'Leary, 
George Brown, jr., 
Walter B. Izard, 
David Potter, 
Samuel Bryan, 
Artllur F. Huntington, 
Harry R. aaithis, 
Charles Conrad, 
" illiam T. Gray, 
George l'. Dyer, 
John W. l\lorse, 
Robert H. Woods, 
Tiobert H. Orr, 
Willfam A. Merritt, 
John Irwin, jr., 
Webb V. H. Rose, 
William H. Doherty, 
Charles Morris, jr., 
Frederick K. Perkins, and 
George C. Schafer. 
The following-named assistant paymasters, with the rank of 

ensign, to be assistant paymasters, with the rank of lieutenant 
(junior grade) : 

Dallas B. Wainwright, jr., 
William H. Wiltetdink, 
George P. Shamer, 
Harry H. Palmer, 
Omar D. Conger, 
John F. O'.l\Iara, 
Patrick T. M. Lathrop, 
James P. Helm, 
Byron D. Rogers, 
Edward C. Little, 
Frank H. Atkinson, 
Frank Baldwin, 
Manning R. Philbrick, and 
Henry L. Beach. 
Naval Constructor Richard H. Robinson, with the rank of 

lieutenant, to be a naval constructor with the rank of lleutenant
commander. 

'l'he following-named assistant naval constructors> with the 
rank of lieutenant (junior grade), to be assistant naval con
structors with the rank of lieutenant: 

Fred G. Coburn, 
Waldo P. Druley, 
John E. Otterson, 
Charles A. Harrington, 
Herbert S. Howard, 
Robert B. Hilliard, and 
Edwin O. Fitch, jr. 

POSTMASTERS. 

GEORGIA. 
Alice B. Bussey at Cuthbert, Ga. 

ILLINOIS. 

William D. Hardy at Taylorville, ill. 
KANSAS. 

Charles K. Ware at Downs, Kans. 
NEW YORK. 

Edward Sautter at Lyons, N. Y. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

J ohn Cuncannon at Kennett Square, Pa. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, March ~5, 1909. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

approved. · 
THE TA.RIFF. 

Mr. PAYNE. I move that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole Honse on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of House bill 1438. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, with Mr • 
OLMSTED in the chair. 

Mr. STEV&~S of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I desire to- be 
recognized concerning a matter which is somewhat of personal 
priT"ilege, and yet is of a public nature. 

The newspapers of the country have made many statements 
in the last two days that I was engaged in the preparation of 
a bill for an income tax to carry out the policy of the adminis
tration of President Taft and that the President had given his 
official indorsement to such a measure. That is entirely wrong; 
and if allowed to go without immediate correction, it might 
lead to some possible embarrassment, or at least misunderstand
ing, as to the President and to his administration. So, under 
the circumstances, I desire to place on record exactly what has 
occurred and the purpose of it, and to place upon myself the 
entire responsibility for any measure which may be presented, 
and for that reason will ask about five minutes of the time of 
this committee. 

When the National River and Harbor Congress met in Wash
ington last December and resolved in favor of a large bond 
issue of $500,000,000 for internal improvements, it seemed to 
me, as to many other Members of this House, that such a resolu
tion in favor of a bond i sue for such purposes was extremely 
unwise and dangerous, would imperil the national credit, and 
thus weaken the Nation as against possible future emergencies, 
and at the same time lead to needle s and untold waste and 
extravagance. At the same time I realized the necessity, as I 
think we all do, that these great internal improvements must 
be made and properly· provided for in some way, and some 
adequate way, too, which will satisfy the reasonable demands 
of the people that the waterways of the country will be speedily 
and well provided for. I think most of us also realize that the 
time is rapidly approaching when this Federal Government cau 
no longer expect to derive its full income to defray the vast 
expenses of carrying on its varied operations entirely from the 
consuming capacity of the people. There must be some other 
method of raising revenue to care for the present and increas
ing future for carrying on the great purposes of the Federal 
Government. That seems to be recognized, in part, by the meas
ure now before us for consideration. 

The decision of Pollock against The Trust Company as to the 
income tax in the revenue act of 1894 has never been thoroughly 
satisfactory to the country. In the first case, in the One hundred 
and fifty-seventh United States, there were five points as to thi$ 
law considered by the court. I shall not attempt to elaborate, 
but just to state what has actually occurred. There were two 
points actually decided in the first case as reported. One was 
that the ta.x on incomes from real estate was a direct tax; 
second, that under the Constitution Congress has no right to 
levy on the sovereign power of the States and tax the securities 
of States and their creatures-the municipalities. 

In that decision there were three points expressly left unde
cided by the Supreme Court: First, whether or not these were 
separable from the other clauses of that law; second, whether 
or not the tax on personalty was a direct ta.x ; third, the ques
tion of uniformity. 

Upon the rehearing of this case, as reported in the One hun
dred and fifty-eighth United States, the court decided the in
valid could not be separated from the valid portions of the law, 
so that all must fail. It further held that taxes on incomes from 
both real estate and personalty were direct taxes and so were 
invalid in that act. The question of uniformity was left unde· 
cided. So the law was decided to be unconstitutional for the 
foregoing reasons, which have dried up the sources of revenue . 
from the great mass .of concentrated wealth of the Nation best 
able to contribute to its maintenance and advancement. 

Now, assuming that we need a largely increased revenue for 
the purpose of internal in1provements; and. second, that the 
Federal Government ought to ha.ve -the power to levy on the 
income of the aggregate wealth of this Nation; and, third, that 
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this ought to be provided so that the Government could use it 
in case of any emergency, it seemed to me that these could all 
be combined at this time and not interfere with any legislation 
at all or with improvements at all. The river and harbor 
bill, then pending and since passed, provided only for surveys, 
and made no appropriations for purposes of actual improvement. 
Before· those surveys could eventuate into projects and require 
appropriations by Congress, this matter of providing revenues 
in this manner might be thoroughly and completely tested and 
argued and settled. For that purpose, it seemed to me, it might 
be good policy to have drafted the best kind of a bill, providing 
for a tax on incomes-an ideal bill, not having any connection 
with or designed to care for the current revenues or expenses 
of the Government at all-and place the proceeds of this tax, 
a small tax designed practically or principally :(or the purpose 
of testing these questions, into a special fund for internal water
way improvements. This tax or fund would not be the .sole 
and exclusive fund for such purpose, but mostly a convenient 
method of framing the law and trying the case. 

Now, if the tax be decided to be unconstitutional, and Con
gress has no power to make it, then no harm is done, no fund is 
impaired and no project uncared for, no bills unpaid, and credit 
of the Government would be just as high. The improvements 
would go along just the same. The matter by this means would 
be thoroughly and satisfactorily sifted and settled. The ques
tion then would be squarely presented to the American people, 
whether they thought that the Congress should have the power 
to levy such a tax, and if so, it must be done by means of a 
properly drafted constitutional amendment. Now, if the tax 
could be upheld, in whole or in substantial part, then the ques
tion of obtaining a fund for internal waterway improvements 
and, indeed, many other things would be settled. No bond issue 
would be necessary, and the power of the Government to levy 
on the aggregate wealth of this country in case of emergency 
would be completely disposed of. The credit of the Nation 
would be maintained~ and a sentiment created that there would 
be a more equal distribution of its burdens. 

For that reason it seemed to me to be wise to draft a bill 
with separate clauses, putting a tax upon incomes of real estate 
in one clause and declaring that the invalidity of that clause 
should not affect the balance of the provisions of the act. The 
same could be done as to personalty, and so on, as to the 
various classes and subjects of taxation. By this method any 
tax of any substance might be retained, even jf some be found 
to be invalid upon the final consideration. Upon arriving at 
that conclusion I laid the matter before President Roosevelt. 
He was delighted with the suggestion and inquired in what 
way he could be of assistance. He referred me to the Secre
tary of the Treasury, who also gladly promised cooperation. 
The Secretary directed his subordinate officers to prepare a 
bill along those lines, but for some reason or other those offi
cers neglected to do so and did not report their negligence 
until the very last week of last session. We were all rushed 
in the last days of the session, so I concluded to wait until 
the new administration came in. 

I laid this matter before President Taft as I am explaining it 
to the House, and he also was pleased at the suggestion and 
promised cooperation to see that a bill was prepared as a basis 
for my own suggestions. Th~ administration assumed no re
sponsibility and the administration had no views in connection 
with the matter. All it did was to tender the services of the 
executive departments to do the work for this measure, exactly 
as it does for nearly every measure of importance presented to 
the House. And that is what I desire to have made clear, that 
whatever I do is on my own responsibility. l am only seeking 
advice and assistance from the various bureaus in the depart
ment of the administration and from whatever source I can 
get it. I will now yield to the gentleman from Tennessee [l\Ir. 
HULL]. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I see that the gentleman has made 
considerable investigation of this subject, and I desire to ask 
him whether or not, in his judgment, it would be impossible to 
frame a just, equitable, and comprehensive income-tax law with
out first securing a revision by the Supreme Court and a reversal 
by that court of the decision upon the income-tax question in 
1894? . 

l\fr. STEVENS of l\Iinnesota. No, Mr. Chairman; I do not 
quite agree with the gentleman. As I stated, there were three 
questions that the Supreme Court expressly refused to decide. 

l\Ir. HULL of Tennessee. Will the gentleman pardon me in 
that connection? 

l\fr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. _ 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. The first decision of the Supreme 

Court on this question is reported in the One hundred and ·fifty-

seventh United States Reports. That decided only a portion of 
the questions raised. In that case the chief questions decided 
related to incomes derived from real estate and also incomes 
derived from state or municipal bonds. That decision left unde
cided and open the question as to whether the void proviSions in 
the bill rendered invalid the remainder of the provisions in the 
bill, whether an income from personal property was a direct tax, 
and also whether any part of the tax, if not direct, was invalid 
for want of uniformity. Those questions were left undeter
mined in the first decision. Later, when the hearing was had 
before the full court and the case was heard anew upon all the 
questions involved, a broad, sweeping decision was rendered by 
the Supreme Court, reported in the One hundred and fifty-eighth 
United States, undertaking to settle all the questions, and did 
do so. 

l\Ir. STEVENS of Minnesota. The gentleman is entirely cor
rect, and I will add the substance of that decision which, inad
vertently, I overlooked. 

Mr. SIMS. If the gentleman will pardon me, I would like 
to ask him if he thinks the tax upon receipts of corporations 
would be in violation of the Constitution? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I prefer not to go into a dis
cussion of that question. I am glad that the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. HULL] has made the statement. I intended to 
supplement my first statement by an additional one as to the 
effect of the last decision, but it slipped my mind as I completed 
the analysis of the first decision. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield for a 
suggestion? 

l\fr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I will yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

1\Ir. BARTLETT of Georgia. Speaking accurately, it will not 
do to say that the first case of PoJlock against The Insurance 
Company in the One hundred and fifty-seventh. United States 
Reports was a decision. It was not a decision; it was simply 
the opinions of various judges. There was no decision of any 
of the questions raised until the decision was promulgated in 
the One hundred and fifty-eighth United States, when· the full 
court was hearing the case and when Judge Jackson came back 
and took part, and then it was that the decision was rendered 
by a majority of five judges to four. So that we can not be 
guided by anything decided in the One hundred and fifty-seven.th 
United States Reports. ,What was decided in the One hundred 
and fifty-eighth is a dec1sion, but the case in the One hundred 
and fifty-seventh was not a decision. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I might differ slightly with 
the gentleman from Georgia, and yet he is correct, as he nearly 
always is upon legal propositions, that the final decision was 
that in the One hundred and fifty-eighth United States. How
ever, that is not what I rose to present to this committee. The 
reasoning and arguments as to our powers are presented in both 
cases and have a bearing upon our actions, and -all I want is 
to have made c1ear that whatever I am doing personally is upon 
my own responsibility, with the help of whatever sources of in
formation I can draw from, and I propose to present some kind 
of a measure to this Congress before the close of ·this session. 

Mr. PARSONS. But, as I understand the gentleman, it has 
nothing to do with the tariff bill. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Not at all; it has no connection 
with any pending measure. I have tried carefully to separate 
it from every legislative and administrative proposition. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

· l\Ir. RICHARDSON. I gather from the statement of the gen- . 
tleman that the proceeds of the income tax which he proposes 
is to be used for the development of waterways. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. That is the nominal purpose, 
for the purpose of testing the question in a convenient manner, 
so that it shall not affect any pending legislation concerning our 
revenue. · · 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Is not that directly in conflict with the 
suggestion and the proposition made in every one of these 1arge 
waterways conventions that have been held here at Washington 
by the people advocating the issuance of $500,000,000 . worth of 
bonds? · Do not they claim th;it that is making posterity bear 
a part of the burdens? The gentleman's proposition is to bring 
the proceeds of his pro:posed· income ·bill directly and immedt
a tely as a burden upon the people at this time. Does the gentle
man intend that his income tax shall have any connection what
soever with the clause in the present proposed tariff bill con
cerning the inheritance tax? It has no connection with that. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. There is no necessary connec
tion at all. There can not be any connection, direct or remote, 
with any item of the measure. 
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Does not the gentleman think that his 
suggestion would be a very fine substitute for the inheritance 
clause in the present tariff bill? 

l\fr. STEVEh'{S of Minnesota. Not at all. The inheritance 
clause is there to raise a revenue. The suggestion I make is not 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Does not the gentleman think the in
come tax would be more satisfactory and equitable than an 
inheritance tax 'l 

Mr. STEVENS of l\Iinnesota. If the income tax could be col· 
lected to raise revenue for current expenses, but it can not. It 
will have to be tested by the best kind of a bill. 
· Mr. RICHARDSON. That could be tested in the tariff bill as 
well as in any other. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I do not care to enter into 
that discussion at this time. 

Mr. JAMES. If I understand the gentleman correctly, his 
purpose is to have a bill prepared to be presented to the next 
session of Congress? 

Mr. S1'EV.ENS of Minnesota. I should present it to this 
session . . 

Mr. JAMES. Does the ·gentleman expect to have it acted 
upon at this session? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I do not say that. I present it 
for discussion. 

l\Ir. JAMES. Why not present it as an amendment to this 
bill? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Because it has an entirely 
different purpose. The bill I propose to present is for the pur
pose of having tested the right to levy those taxes. 

Mr. JA...\IES. The purpose is to raise a revenue. 
Mr. STEVEh~S of Minnesota. Yes; but I do not care to em

barrass this bill in the slightest. 
Mr. JAMES. Is it an embarrassment to this bill to offer to 

try to tax the wealth of the country to some extent? 
Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. No; because I believe in that 

more thoroughly than the gentleman, but I am trying to do it 
in a practical way. 

Mr. JAMES. I doubt if the gentleman believes in it more 
thoroughly than I do. 

l\lr. HAMILTON. Has the gentleman yet introduced this 
bill? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. No. 
Mr. JAMES. I would like to say to the gentleman that, so 

far as I am concerned, I think this question of an income tax 
upon the great fortunes of the rich has been put off thirteen 
years too long as it is now. 

Mr .. STEVENS of l\Iinnesota. That is. all I care to say at this 
time, l\fr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER
wooo] is recognized. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, before the gentle
man begins, I ask unanimous consent that he be permitted to 
conclude his remarks. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani
mous consent that the gentleman from .Alabama may be per
mitted to conclude his remarks. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. [.Applause.] 

Mr. U:~TDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. PAYNE], and also the gentleman from l\1i13souri [.Mr. 
CL.ABX], said, in opening their speeches, that this was not the 
time for an academic discussion of the tariff bill, but before I 
discuss the bill itself I want to ask the House to pardon me for 
making a few academical remarks on the subject, because my 
situation is somewhat different from that of other Members of 
this House. I represent a great manufacturing district. When 
I was first elected to Congress from that district, I was nomi
nated by the Democrats of my district on a platform declaring 
in favor of a tariff for revenue. 

I have maintained that position ever since, but I often find 
myself in the anomalous attitude of having some of my con
stituents who are protectionists declare that I am a free trader, 
and often find that when I am in Washington some of my col
leagues, because I come here from a manufacturing district, 
assert that I am a protectionist. I therefore want to make a 
statement before I come to the discussion of the Payne bill as 
to what my position is. 

The consideration of the questions involved in the bill now 
pending before the House brings before us all the lights and 
shadows of varying intensity involved in the taxation of im
ported commodities, from the position of the extreme prohibitive 
protectionist to that of the free trader. In my judgment, with 
a deficit in the Treasury estimated all the way from $100,000,000 
to $150,000,000, the most important question for us to consider 
at this time is the raising of sufficient revenue to support the 
Government. I belie~e that a large majority of the peoy~ o,:f 

the United States favor a system of taxation by duties levied 
on imports of foreign merchandise and that the country desires 
Congress to continue this mode of raising revenue. 

The urgent necessity for a revision of the present tariff laws 
of the country is apparent to all; in the first place, the present 
revenues are not sufficient to support the Government; in the 
next place, the development of improved busine s metho"ds ancl 
advances in the processes of manufacture, due to improved 
machinery, have made the taxes levied under the Dingley bill 
out of adjustment with the present needs of the business inter
ests of the country, in many instances prohibitive to such an 
extent that they not only do not produce revenue, but are a 
direct injury to the great productive interests of the Nation. 

rn the preparation of a bill, the differences that exist between 
the two great parties are not the issue of protection against 
free trade, but the true issue is that one desires to write a pro
tective tariff that leans toward prohibition of imports and the 
other a revenue tariff that favors fair competition. Although 
we occasionally find a free trader within the ranks of the Dem
ocratic party, the great rank wd file of the party do not favor 
the doctrine of free trade. There has never been a platform 
of a national convention since the organization of the Demo
cratic party that has advoC;Rted free-trade theories; they have 
always maintained the true position of the party was in favor 
of a tariff for revenue. There never has been a tariff bill en
acted into law by the Democratic party that has not favored 
the doctrine of a tariff for revenue as opposed to a tariff levied 
along free-trade lines, such as the revenue laws of Great Britain. 

The most distinctive Democratic tariff bill that was ever 
written on the statute books of this country was the Walker 
tariff of 184G, and, although the duties levied under this tariff 
did not exceed 30 per cent ad valorem, they were levied on 
competitive articles, such as wool, cotton, iron, and steel; sugar 
and coffee, noncompetitive articles, were placed on the free 
list, which clearly demonstrates that the Democratic party in 
preparing its tariff bills has favored a duty levied for revenue, 
and also stood for the incidental protection that might arise 
from the levying of such a duty. 

The true distinction between the two great parties of this 
country, to my mind, is the difference between a prohibitive 
tariff bill and a competitive tariff bill; the Republican party 
favors a tariff that will raise some revenue to support the Gov
ernment, but at the same time will prohibit the importation of 
as much foreign merchandise from coming into the country as is 
possible and raise revenue at all, for although the Republican 
party has repeatedly declared that they favor a tariff to pro
tect the difference in cost of production at home and abroad, 
they have placed their duties so greatly in excess of this 
amount, and in so many cases at prohibitive rates, that we 
are compelled to reach a conclusion that their tariff bills are 
written to prohibit and not for the purpose of equalizing the 
difference of the cost of production; in fact, they are protecting 
the manufacturer in his profits, as declared in the last Republi
can platform. The Democratic party has always declared for 
a tariff for revenue. 

It is true that any tariff taxes that are levied which allow 
some imports to enter the country would in one sense be a 
tariff for revenue, but I take it that the clear meaning of the 
declaration of the party in favor of a tariff for revenue means 
a competitive tariff-that is, a tariff that allows sufficient im
ports of every product made in the United States to be imported 
from abroad to bring about fair and honest competition, thereby 
producing revenue and at the same time preventing the home 
producer from hiding behind a tariff wall that will enable him 
to establish monopolies and unduly increase the burdens of taxa
tion resting upon the American people without their receiving 
any benefit in return, either in the shape of revenue for the 
Government or in the development of the great industrial in
terests of the country; for it is an axiom that can not be dis
puted that the moment any industry is enabled to create a mo
nopoly, its development along lines of best endeavor at once 
ceases. 

If there was a more general understanding that the tariff is 
a tax in which private interests share the proceeds with the 
Government, there would be a more rigorous questioning of the 
various duties imposed by Congress than has yet been manifest. 

Professor Taussig, in his testimony before the Ways and 
Means Committee at the recent hearings, stated: 

Protection is granted for the purpose of enabling new industries to 
establish themselves and to offset the difference in cost at home and 
abroad. If an infant industry can not be strong and lusty in a rea
sonable time, it shows it is developed by artificfal means and ls not 
justified, and the props should be taken away. Statistics conclusively 
show that most of our industries are now able to stand alone. 

.Again he stated: 
Our natural advantages, Improved machinery, efficiency of American 

labor, and ocean freight rates in many instances overcome the differ
ence in ~ost of labor at home and abroad. 
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The facts de-rnloped before the Ways and Means Committee 

on the pending bill demonstrate beyond a doubt that if the 
definition as defined by Professor Taussig of a tariff for protec
tion is the truth, that there are very few, if any, American in
dustries that are left within its terms or entitled to its support. 
On the other hand, the testimony is conclusive that the present 
rates of duty are- far in excess of the difference in the cost of 
production; and when the tariff duties exceed the difference of 
the cost of production at home and abroad they are of necessity 
levied for the sole purpose of protecting the manufacturer's 
profits, which, to my mind, can not be justified under any cir
cumstances, for when the manufacturer has a fair field on 
equal terms he should be required to rely on his own resources, 
energy, and business judgment to successfully meet his com
petitor and drive him from the field. Whenever you agree to 
the doctrine that he is entitled to a protective wall to pre1ent 
competition, you ha1e laid the foundation stone to create mo
nopoly and to unduly and unjustly lay burdens upon the con
suming masses of the people. 

Prior to the war of 1812 the duties levied under the tariff 
nets, although they incidentally afforded some protection, were 
clearly levied solely for the purpose of obtaining revenue; but 
during the war of 1812 the embargo acts and other restrictions 
that necessarily arose from the war developed certain line· of 
manufacture to an extent that they were controlling the Amer
ican market at prices above those justified by normal conditions. 

To maintain this stilted condition, they .called on Congress to 
enact a tariff that would protect them again t foreign competi
tion, and . the tariff of 1816, carrying an average rate of 20 per 
cent ad valorem, was an outgrowth of this sentiment. From 
that day to this the great industries of this country have been 
fostered and protected by tariff laws, in many instances pro
hibitive laws, in order that they might grow strong and self
sustaining. As the infant industry grew, in most instances the 
tariff rates increased instead of diminishing, until we have 
reached a condition where · the duties are so high they no 
longer produce a fair amount of reyenue, and in a great many 
instances by the continual increase of the duty. In other cases 
it has been brought about by allowing the old duties to remain 
when the progress and development of the American industry 
had placed it in a position where it was enabled to compete on 
equal terms with its foreign rival. 

In a speech delivered in the .House of Representatives on the 
4th of March last, l\Ir. TAWNEY, chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee of the House, stated that there would be a 
deficit in the Treasury at the end of this fiscal year amounting 
to $150,000,000. I do not think he has made an overestimate. 
It is absolutely necessary to meet this deficit or we will bring 
disaster to the Government and the business interests of the 
country. · 

There are but three ways in which the deficit can be avoided. 
First, by reducing expend~tures; this seems to be impossible 
under a Republican administration. Second, by levying tuxes 
additional to those now imposed on the people, in order that 
the present tariff duties assessed in the interest of the manu
facturer may not be disturbed. Third, by reducing the present 
prohibitiYe duties of the Dingley bill to a competitive basis, 
where they will produce sufficient revenue to meet the demands 
of the Treasury. The protective sentiment in this country has 
been fostered and cherished for so many years by the Repub
lican party that many great manufacturing interests look upon 
it as a vested right and seem to believe that, regardle!'::S of 
whether the Government has sufficient revenue to maintain it 
or not, they are entitled to the absolute and entire control of 
the American market without competition from abroad. This 
clearly is not a healthy condition of affairs. Where any great 
corporation in the United States controls 50 per cent or more 
of the production of a particular commodity the people are in 
arms at once and declare it to be a trust; that legislation is 
needed to control it; that it is not entitled to control 50 per 
cent of the supply of any great commodity that the people need. 
And yet, when the great industries in any particular branch of 
productive development control 99 per cent of the American 
market again t foreign competition; and in many instances make 
special agreements among themselves to maintain prices, the 
contention is made that such a tariff is not monopolistic in its 
tendency, and that such industries are entitled to the absolute 
and undivided control of the American market for the sale of 
their product, regardless of the condition of the Treasury and 
regardless of the right of the consumer to have a reasonable 
competition to regulate prices. 

The Census Bureat; prepared a pamphlet entitled " Imports, 
exports, and domestic manufactures," arranged according to 
the paragraphs of the tariff law of 1907 for the use of the Ways 

and l\Ieans Committee at its recent hearings. From the facts 
contained in this pamphlet, I ascertained that the total imports 
from foreign countries under the so-called " Dingley bill " for 
the year 1905 amounted to $547,391,557; that the total produc
tion of articles protected under the terms of thi act in the 
United States for the year 1905 amounted to $13,543,180,743, 
and the total ·consumption of commodities by the American 
people enumerated in the Dingley Act jn the year 1905 amounted 
to 'i 14,081,572,300, from which it is estimated that the total 
import· as compared to the total consumption of the e prod
ucts amounted to only 3/u- per cent o_f the Amnican consump
tion. Of ·course, in the estimating of these amounts by the 
Census Bureau there has been some duplications, as there are 
some du1ilications in estimating the irnr1orts, but the figures are 
official and at'e a fair indication of how prohibitiv-e the Dingley 
rate ha1e become. Schedule A of the tariff bill co1ers chem
icals, oils, and paints; the imports under this schedule amounted 
to $31 000,000 and the gross consumption of articles named in 
this section amounted to $604,000,000, making the percentage of 
imports to gross consumption only 5ru per cent. In the same 
way, e timating each schedule of the tariff bill from the same 
report, I find in Schedule B, earths, earthenware, and glass
ware, the imports were 5n per cent; Schedule C, metals and 
the manufactures of, were ll1r per cent; Schedule D, wood and 
the manufactures of, were 1n per ·cent; Schedule :m, sugar, 
molas:ses and the manufactures of, were 18n per cent; Sched
ule F. tobacco and the manufactures of, were 6-ib- per cent; 
Schedule II, pirits, wines, and other beverages, were 3fo- per 
cent; Schedule J, fiax, hemp, and jute and the manufactures 
of, were 28i1r per cent; Schedule K, wool and the manufactures 
of, were Ofo per cent; Schedule L, silk and silk goods, were 
25t'o- per cent; Schedule M, pulp, paper, and books, were 2.ftr 
per ce.nt; Schedule N, sundries, were 5fo- per cent; and articles 
manufactured in whole or in part not specifically provided for 
in the enumerated schedules but imported, the percentage of 
imports to gross consumption amounted to a little over two
tenths of 1 per cent. 

The comparison of the imports with the amount of the 
American consumption show that the i•eason the Dingley bill 
doe not raise sufficient re1enue to support the Government is 
because of the prohibitive rates that are in that bill. In order 
to aToicl question of duplications as far as possible and at the 
same time ascertain the prohibitive tendency of the present 
tariff la" , I have selected the following figures from the 
special reports of the census on manufactures, comparing the 
same articles in each case: Showed an importation in the year 
18GO of $33,000,000, as compared to the domestic production of 
$115,000,000, or a percentage of foreign importation of 28 per 
cent. That was immediately before the civil war, and a Demo
cratic tariff law was on the statute books. In 18 0 the imports 
amounted to $31,000,000, the domestic production to $192,000,000, 
and the percentage of foreign imports to 16ttr per cent; in 
1890 the percentage of imports was 11-h per cent, and in 1900 
10 per cent In 1905 the imports amounted to $42,000,000 and 
the domestic production to $400,000,000 ; the percentage of 
importation was 9i7rr per cent, showing that ever since the 
Republican party has entered on its policy of protection that 
there has been a continued raising of the rates and a continual 
cutting down of importations as compared to the amount of 
the American consqmption and a proportionate falling of the 
revenue, due to the prohibitive rates placed in its reyenue laws. 

In 18GO the importation of woolen manufactures, exclusive of 
duplications, amounteQ. to 58 per cent; in 1890 to 20/ir per 
cent, and in 1905 it had fallen to the small figure of 4/cr per 
cent. During the hearings several gentlemen appeared before 
us who testified that they had been engaged in the manufacture 
of woolen goods for thirty or forty years. I asked these wit
nesses if they could recall the time when they first engaged in 
the manufacture of woolen goods, and they said they could. I 
asked them if• the industry prospered at that time, and they 
said it did; and I asked if it was seemingly as prosperous 
then as now, and they said it was; and yet at that time there 
was all the way from 20 to 30 per cent of importations, and 
now, under the Dingley bill, it has been reduced to 4/o- per cent. 

If the woolen manufacturing business could prosper when 20 
per cent of importations were coming into this country, and they 
testified that it did, why can not they prosper to-day with a 
fairly competitive tariff instead of a practically prohibitive one? 
It is a self-evident fact that we can not raise sufficient revenue 
to support the Government if we continue to apply the prohib
itive duties we have had in the Dingley bill that are continued 
in the Payne bill, with one single exception, and that is on tops. 
The Government is in need of revenue, and the woolen manu· 
facturers and their representatives here are not willing to con-
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tribute their fair portion of this taxation to the Treasury that 
they exact from the people by a prohibitive tariff that enables 
them to increase their profits and a void competition. 

In 1860 the importation of woolen manufactures, exclusive of 
duplication, amounted to 58 per cent; in 1890 to 20/o- per cent, 
and in 1905 to 4i\ per cent. 

In 1860 the importation of silk manufactures amounted tp 500 
per cent, and in 1 O to 78 per cent, and in 1905 to 19n per 
cent. The importation of leather for the last three censuses 
•aries ft.om 3 fo- per cent to 2n per cent in 1905; from 1870 to 
1905 the importation of lumber, excluding duplications, varied 
from 4 /o- to 2/u- per cent, showing that lumber and leather goods 
have been protected by prohibitive tariff rates for many years 
past. In 1880 the percentage of importations of glass amounted 
to 24 per cent, in 1890 to 18 per cent, and in 1905 to 7frr per cent. 
These figures clearly demonstrate the fact that the Dingley bill 
is not a protective bill or a revenue bill, but in most of its lead
ing features is a prohibitive bilL 

In order to cure the evils of a prohibitive tariff, there is only 
one way in which it can be accomplished, and that is by reduc
ing the rates of particular commodities to a point where a 
reasonable amount of importations is allowed and where fair 
competition is encouraged. 

With 90 per cent of the American market assured to the 
American producer, most assuredly there is no danger of t.he 
industry in which he is engaged languishing or being driven 
out of business by the competitor. On the other hand, an im
portation of 10 per cent from foreign countries of all the prod
ucts of American consumption covered by the Dingley tariff 
schedules would produce all the revenue that the needs of 
the country require and at the same time prevent the great 
corporations of America from forming combinations behind pro
hibiti\e tariff walls that produce monopolies. 

The criticism that I make as to the bill presented by the 
majority members of the Ways and Means Committee is that 
it does not accomplish this result, that it does not reduce the 
rates to a revenue and fairly competitive basis, which I hope 
to be able to point out later on in my argument by comparison 
of the rates on particular articles enumerated in the new bill. 

The principal argument that has been made for the protected 
interests in favor of prohibitive duties is that it protects Amer
ican labor; but the facts show very clearly that there is hardly 
an industry protected by the Dingley tariff law where the 
amount of protection afforded has not been far in excess of 
the difference between the labor cost at home and abroad. 

In the first place, by reason of improved machinery, organi
zation, better methods of conducting business, the efficiency of 
American labor is far in excess of that of most foreign labor, 
and, as a rule, the unit of production costs less in this country 
than it does abroad. Of course, when you balance the com
petition, it is not the daily wage that determines the ability 
to compete, but the amount of wages that enter into each unit 
of production. 

I find in the report of the secretary of internal affairs of the 
State of Pennsylvania a very interesting and accurate tabula
tion of statistics of manufactures. It is Official Document No. 9, 
page 69. This document shows that the combined production 
of the steel works and rolling mills for the year 1907 for the 
State of Pennsylvania amounted to 12,953,000 gross tons, at a 
total valuation of $504,167,000. 

The average yearly earnings of persons employed in the steel 
works and rolling mills are shown to be $663.80 per year in the 
mills of Pennsylvania. The two great foreign competitors of 
this country in iron and steel production are England and 
Germany. It is conceded by all that the wages of Germany are 
lower than those of England. The report of Mr. Charles M. 
Pepper, special agent of the Department of Commerce and 
Labor, shows that the annual wages of the iron and steel 
workers in Germany are little more than half of the American 
wage scale. The Pennsylvania report which I have just re
ferred to shows that the average value of the production of 
each employee in the mills of Pennsylvania amounts to $3,661. 
In other words, the average wage in the iron and steel mills 
in Pennsylvania is $663 as compared with an earning capacity 
of each employee of $3,661, making the labor cost only 18 per 
cent of the value of the product of the employee; and the Ger
man wage scale being only one-half of the American, 9 per cent 
of the cost of production would cover the entire difference in 
the wage scale. · 

The statistical abstract shows that the total importations of 
iron and steel produced for the year 1905 amounted to $35,-
640,000 and the revenue collected amounted to $8,159,000, show
ing an average ad valorem rate on iron and steel products 
coming into this country of 22 per cent. As a matter of fact, 
the taxes levied on most iron and steel products are in excess of 

this rate, as the importations of ore and pig iron reduce the 
average of the articles imported at higher rates of duty. But 
accepting 22 per cent as the average rate, and one-half of 18 
per cent as the difference in the labor cost at home and abroad, 
it shows that the American manufacturer is afforded a protec
tion under the duties levied in the Dingley law of 13 per cent 
above the difference in the cost of the labor of p roduction, the 
home producer also having ocean freight rates in his favor. 

The same report, referred to above, shows that the average 
yearly earnings of men employed in the tin-plate industry in 
Pennsylvania amounted t.:> $722, and the average value of the 
production for each employee amounted to $2,127, making the 
labor cost .23 per cent of the value of the product. The duty 
on tin plate in the Dingley bill is 1! cents per pound, equal to 
an average ad valorem rate of from 42 per cent to 54 per cent. 
If the labor cost abroad is one-half of the labor cost in America, 
it gives to the American producer from 30 per cent to 40 per 
cent protection over and above the labor cost. 

The same report shows that the average value produced by 
each employee in the manufacture of cotton and woolen yarns 
in Pennsylvania is $2,825, and the average yearly earnings of 
each employee are $363. This report shows that the textile 
industries of Philadelphia pay their employees on an average 
$429 a year, and that the e employees produce an average value 
of product amounting to $2,094. 

The same report shows that the average value produced by 
each employee in cotton, woolen, waste, and shoddy manufactures 
amounts to $5,846, and the average yearly wage in these ind~s
tries was about $449; that the woolen and worsted goods pro
duced by each employee amounts to $2,445, and the average 
yearly earnings amount to $454. 

When it is borne in mind that the average ad valorem rate 
of duty on the importations of worsted goods runs all the way 
from 50 per cent to 140 per cent, and the percentage of labor 
cost is only 18 per cent of the value of the product produced by 
each man, and the English workman receives at least one-half 
the American wage scale, making a difference in the labor cost 
in any case not to exceed 9 or 1(} per cent of the value of the 
American product, it shows what an enormous protection is 
given to the industry above the difference in the labor cost at 
home and abroad. 

There is no question that a tariff bill can be written based fairly 
on the difference in the cost of production at home and abroad, 
making due allowance for the difference in freight rates, that 
will be on a fair, reasonable, competitive basis, and that will 
afford ample revenue to supply all the needs of the Goverllillent. 

The American people will not be satisfied with any other solu
tion of the tariff question. They realize that the great indus
tries of this country are no longer infant industries in swad
dling clothes. They have become giants in power and develop
ment; that in most of the industries they are paying the cost 
of transportation across the seas and competing on equal terms 
with their foreign rivals in the markets of the Orient, in South 
America, and in many cases actually in the European markets. 

Tbis being the case, there is no reason that can be given to 
sustain a protective tariff, especially when it is written along 
prohibitive lines. The real justification for a t ariff can be 
only for the purpose of raising revenue to support the GoYern
ment, and adjust it on a basis that will fairly represent the 
difference in cost abroad and at home, if such exists, and if 
not, at such rates as will not prohibit the importation and be 
competitive. 

When this is done the tariff will cease to be a political issue, 
and it will be adjusted along business lines and improve busi
ness conditions. But as long as it is maintained to protect 
monopoly and to pay political debts it will continue to be a 
sore in the life of the Nation. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us consider the bill before the House. 
I want to call the attention of the committee to those para
graphs that provide for free raw material. The chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee announced in his opening 
statement that he was a believer in the doctrine of free raw 
material. Being a protectionist, I believe he can justify his 
position in favor of free raw material. As far back as three
quarters of a century ago Henry Clay announced that one of 
the ways in which you could protect the industries of the 
country was to give them free raw materials. Manifestly so. 
Protection looks to giving some one something, and it is of no 
importance to the manufacturer at which end of the line you 
give him the protection, whether you raise the tariff taxes so 
high as to prevent competition from abroad and enable him to 
control the entire market at his own prices or whether, on 
the othel' hand, you exempt him from the taxation that ls being 
paid by other people and give into the coffers of his trea&ury 
a free gift that other people are obliged to pay for. 
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I do not see anything inconsistent .in the position of the gen

tlemen who advocate a protective tariff for the benefit of the 
industries of this country and at the same time adv-0cate giving 
them free raw material in order that they may make a profit 
out of it. 

But I do say that if the theory of the Democratic party is 
a correct one, that we are only entitled to levy taxes for the 
purpose of raising revenue, then we shou1d distribute taxation as 
broadly as possible, Eo that its burdens may be borne equitably 
and evenly by all That being the case, I do not see how a 
Democrat can justify himself in the position that what the 
manufacturer buys should be free and what the people use 
should be taxed. When he comes to that proposition he admits 
that he is giving the manufacturer an exemption from taxation 
for the purpose of making that business prosperous and refuses 
to levy tariff taxes for the same purpose. Is not the doctrine 
of free raw material exactly the same position the Republican 
protectionist takes when he proposes a high protective tariff to 
make business prosperous? But, although the gentleman from 
New York may be consistent in his theory in believing in free 
raw material as a Republican doctrine, I do not believe he has 
been consistent in his theory in applying his principles to the 
bill that is presented to the House. · 

The bill has placed a number of articles that are called "raw 
material " on the free list. I can not stop now to enumerate them 
all but there are three or four marked instances of this kind. 
H~ justifies the putting of ore on the free list, and he says in 
·doing so that it is perfectly fair, because the Spanish ores a.re 
only 40 per cent and the Cuban only 50 per cent of metallic 
iron and that the ores in New York run 60 per cent, and, there
fore' to admit theses ores free will only balance the difference. 
N~w, Mr. Chairman, they may have 60 per cent ore in New 

York. I will not deny the proposition, because I am not m
formed. I have heard, however, a great deal of talk in this 
country about 60 per cent ore, .and I have found very little of 
it In the opening of a new mine at the top of a veiII., where 
the effect of the atmosphere and water has taken out the im
purities, we often :find a high grade of ore, but when you get 
down into the bowels of the earth, where the real mining be
gins, it is ve1'Y seldom that you :find an ore which runs on .an 
average about 50 per cent of metallic iron. The testimony be
fore the Ways and Means Committee of Mr. Schwab, of the 
Bethlehem Iron Works, and Judge Gary, of the United States 
Steel Corporation, was to the effect that the average run of the 
great Mesaba Range ore was only 49 per cent. So that .I do 
not think that the explanation as given by the chairman of the 
committee as to why be placed ore on the free list is a sufficient 
reason. As a matter of fact, I think I can give a better reason 
from the gentleman's position. What ores they have left in 
New York State ar-e hard ores, and they need a soft ore to mix 
with that hard ore so that it can be properly smelted. They 
import ores for that reason. They imported. -0res from Spain 
and from Cuba, and it looks to me very much as if the gentle
man from New York had placed ore on the free list because the 
ironmasters of New York did not want to pay a revenue duty 
on the ore they were using in their own .furnaces. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

In 1894 we had not made the recent treaty with Cuba, and 
the larger percentage of foreign ores was coming from Spain 
instead of Cuba. In 1907 the treaty with Cuba had gone into 
effect, giving Cuba the benefit of the 20 per cent reduction, and 
the importations shifted largely from Spain to Cuba. So I 
have the figures for both years to show what amount of ore 
was imported. In the year 1904 we imported $2,334,789 worth 
of ore from Spain and Europe, and $346,439 worth of ore from 
Cuba, making a total of $2,681,228 of iron ore imported, paying 
into the Treasury $466,307. In 1907 we imported into this 
country $1.,212,607 worth from Europe and from Cuba $2,137,784, 
making a total of $3,250,391 of iron ore that paid a duty of 
.$391,544, showing that the imports of ore on an average have 
paid into .the Treasury of the United States something in excess 
of $400,000 .a year. . 

The Republican party says that it is in favor of protection 
in order to protect the American laborer against the cheap labor 
-0f Europe and other foreign countries. Now, mark that, when 
you consider the proposition the gentleman from New York IMr. 
PAYNE] has laid before this House on the questi-0n of free ore. 
·when you come .to the consideration of the raw -product like 
ore, it is largely one man's muscle against another man's muscle. 

As you rise in the higher grades of manufacturing, improved 
machinery and American methods eliminate the difference in 
labor costs, .and in many instances you find, although the fabor 
cost per day in Europe is less than in this country, that wh'011 
you come to the unit of pro.ducti-0n in articles .of higher manu
facture the American laborer produces as muc!l and more than 

the foreign laborer for the amount of wages paid. But that is 
essentially not so when you come down to raw mateTial, where 
it is merely muscle against mus<;Ie; and thatis true in raw ma
terials like iron ore. The men who are working in the mines 
in Michigan and Minnesota:, in the great Mesaba Range, -are 
shipping their ore to the eastward and coming in competition 
along the.Atlantic seaboard with foreign ore. 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. . 
Mr. HARDY. If the -statement the gentleman has just made 

is correct, that in the raw material it is a contest between 
muscle and muscle, while the unit of value in the more :finished 
and higher products may show that there is more value per 
laborer in America as to the cost, does not that then lead to 
the conclusion that the raw material is more deserving of pro
tection than the :finished product, if the laborer is the man you 
.ar-e trying to help? · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think so, from the standpoint of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. HARDY. That is from the standpoint of the man who 
says he wants to protect the American laborer. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. From the standpoint of the protedion
ist that should be true. I believe 1n a revenue tariff on articles 
imported. I am merely placing this proposition before the 
House from the ·stand_point of the gentleman from New York, 
who .stands as a protectionist and says he favors the protection 
of American labor. The gentleman from New York says the 
difference in cost is eliminated. I am surprised .at that state
ment, beeause the Department of Commerce and Labor filed 
with the Committee on Ways and Means an official report show.:. 
ing the difference in the cost of material used in the iion and 
steel works of this country. That report is now on file in the 
rooms of the committee, although I do not believe it has been 
published. I want to show you from an actual statement of 
fact how much it costs to lay Mesaba ore-American ore
a t -seaboard and how much it costs to lay foreign ore there. 

The agents -of the Government, under the Bureau of Corpora
tions, inspected the books of the various steel plants of this 
country. They have filed th-eir reports, and, ·among others, it 
shows the cost 'Sheet that is taken from the books of the Mary
land Steel Company, located down here a.t Sparrows Point, Md., 
"for 1'906. 

Now, these figures were made up by the manufacturer as 
the actual -cost -shown on his books, afterwards taken by a Gov
-ernment expert and turned in to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. There were no patched-up :figures, no preparation in 
advance, but they went back to the company's books and got 
those .figures. Now, what does it show? It shows that the 
Maryland Steel Company nsed in 1906, 63,772 tons of Mesaba 
ore that cost them at their furnaces $4.86 per ton. It shows they 
used of foreign ore, which was Spanish ore, 152,088 tons that 
cost them $3.97 per ton. Now, mark you, here is a report show
ing that the Spanish ore, after paying 40 per -cent duty, went 
into tn.e furnaces of the Maryland Steel Company at 89 cents 
per ton less than the American ore. It shows that they used 
447,274 tons of Cuban iron ore, at a cost of $4.47 per ton, or 39 
cents less than they had to pay for .Mesaba ore. Now, I take 
it that that is a fair statement of the cost of ore to the furnaces 
along the Atlantic seaboard. 

Mr. SIMS • .May .I interrupt the gentleman from Alabama 
right there? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 
Mr. SIMS. Is there such a dit!erence in the metallic con

tents of the ore as to make up that difference? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. W-ell, ther-e is this difference in the me

tallic contents, as testified to ·by Judg-e Gary and l\Ir. Schwab: 
The Mesaba <>res run 49 per cent, the Spanish ores run about 
40 per cent, and Cuban ores a.bout 50 per cent, so, .although there 
is a little difference as to the Spanish -ores, which were 89 cents 
per ton chea.per. the Cuban ore .has 1 per. cent more metallic 
contents thari the American ore. 

1\!r. SIMS. And comes in cheaper. 
l\!r. Ul'-.'DERWOOD. And comes in cheaper. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. How much cheaper? 
l\fr, UNDERWOOD. Thirty-nine cents cheaper, after paying 

the duty. Now, the gentleman from New York desires to grrn 
to these manufacturers located in New York and along the At
lantic seaboard 40 cents a ton that can not possibly affect the 
American price of the .Ameriean finished products. But a small 
per cent of American pig iron is made by the furnaces located 
along the Atlantic seaboard. The great productive centers foi.· 
:steel :and iron manufacture of this country are Pittsburg, Chi
eago, and Birmingham. None of them uses foreign ores. They 
all use American ores and they :fix the price of iron and steel. 
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The price is fixed by what pig iron or the finished rail is ore, and the gentleman from New York [.Mr. PAYNE] proposes 
quoted at in Pittsburg, Birmingham, or Chicago, and these fur- to make them a present of $695,000 a year in free coal. 
naces along the seaboard merely adapt their price to the price Then, there is another place where they have adopted his 
fixed by the great centers, and therefore will not reduce their position on free raw material, and that is with hides. I want 
price one cent by reason of this gift of free ore, and the result to tell you about hides. When we were in the Ways and 
is that the gentleman from New York, who says that he favors l\leans Committee, having hearings on this bill, a very large 
the protection of American labor, is about to take off 40 cents number of gentlemen in the shoe and leather business came be
a ton on raw ore when the foreign ore comes in cheaper now fore the committee and advocated free hides. And when they 
than they can buy the American ore, for the single purpose of first came, fearing that they could not get free hides without 
making a gift of $400,000 a year out the Federal Treasury to they had free shoes, one of them was asked as to whether, if 
certain special interests that are close to and many of them the committee gave him free hides, he was willing to give the 
located along the Atlantic seaboard. [Applause on the Demo- American people free shoes, and he said he was. That state
cratic side.] Now, that is not all. Some of these eastern ment met with applause around that whole circle of manufac
manufacturers also want cheap pig iron. One of the principal turers. He said if he was given free hides, so that he could 
witnesses who came before the Committee on Ways and l\ieans manufacture his product without paying a duty on hides, that 
was a gentleman from New York who was very anxious to ob- the only thing that would bound the AmeTican industry in boots 
tain all of his raw material without paying any taxes to the and shoes would be the high dome of heaven. [Applause on the 
Government. Democratic side.] 

l\lr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yield? Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield 1 
.Mr. U~"DERWOOD. Certainly. l\lr. UNDERWOOD. I will. 
Mr. HOBSO::N. Before the gentleman leaves the question of l\lr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman fTorn 

the cost of ore at the furnaces I wish to ask him, as he quoted Alabama refer to the evidence of Mr. Jones? 
$4.86 as the cost, as determined by the Government, to be the l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Well, I am not sure whether it was l\Ir. 
cost-- Jones who made that statement or another witness who made 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I beg the gentleman's pardon; I did it, but Ile was one of the witnesses when l\Ir. Jones _was there. 
not say it was determined by the Government. I said it was Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Made the statement that 
taken by government agents from the books of the Maryland if everything connected with the shoe busine s wa free, then 
Steel Company as showing what they actually paid. he could stand free boots and shoes? But I call the gentle-

1\fr. HOBSON. That being the amount paid, and that ore man's attention to the fact that every man who made that 
had to be transported much farther than the ore used at Pitts- statement was the maker of fine shoes, worth from $4 to $5 a 
burg and on the near-lake points, I wish to ask the gentleman pair. 
how does he reconcile that statement with the statement of l\lr. Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I remember Mr. Jones's testimony 
Gary that the a-.erage cost of their ore at the furnaces is $8.62? very distinctly. He came before the committee and wafl willing to 

l\Ir. Ut\TDERWOOD. Well, the gentleman from Alabama is give up all protection to get free hides. Then he went !Jack and 
mistaken as to Judge Gary's statement. Judge Gary did not talked with a few othet· manufacturers and a few weeks after
state that the average cost of a ton of ore was $8.62. His state- wards he came back again to the committee and took it all 
mellt was in reference to the amowit of ore that went into a ton back. 
of pig iron, which is a very different proposition. l\lr. STA.._~LEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman explain to 

Mr. HOBSON. I misunderstood the gentleman. The figure me, if he can, this peculiar desire on the part of gentlemen on 
he quoted, then, refers to a ton of iron, for which one and eighty- the other side of the Chamber to keep up the price of the poor 
three one-hundredths tons of ore are necessary. man's shoes, the plain shoes, and their indifference to the prices 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; which is an entirely different of the rich man's shoes? It seems to be presumed that they 
proposition. can not protect the value of the rich man's shoes any longer, 

Now, on this question of free raw materials. As I say, it but they seem specially anxious to keep up the price of the 
looks to me very much like this bill had been written for the brogan and shoes that sell under 4 or $5 per pair. 
benefit of the people who live in New England and New York. Mr. WEISSE. If the gentleman will allow rue to, I will 
Wherever we find a reduction made, we find it going home in take the canvass that was made of the eastern hoemakers by 
that direction, but where we find a finished product made in the Shoe and Leather Reporter of 1906. They asked if they 
New En.gland or New York, like wool, cotton goods, or gloves, were willing to give up the duty on hides and on shoes if hide 
we do not find any reduction made at all. [Applause on the were admitted free. In reply to that canvas , according to the 
Democratic sid~.] Reporter, they agreed to remove the whole duty by 140 out of 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to interrupt the 231 shoe manufacturers. 
gentleman at all, nor to break in any way the force of his Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do not wish to take up 
legitimate conclusion, but in connection with the cost of ore, I the gentleman's time too much, but I stated on the floor of this 
wish to call attention to the fact that the estimated cost per House at that time, three years ago, that, in my opinion, 65 per 
ton - of ore, $4.86, includes certain profits and certain allow- cent of the shoemakers in my district could stand free boots 
ances that are not permissible. These will doubtless come out and shoes, but the other 35 per cent would be driven to the 
when the gentleman takes up the question of the cost of pig wall. As the gentleman from Wisconsin knows full wen, ever 
iron and of steel. I hope to take them up in ~ome detail ·when since the United Shoes Company have gone out and put their 
I get time of my own. shoes in Missouri, Finland, and Switzerland on the same day 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Now, there is another item in the bill that they do at Haverhill, the situation is entirely changed. 
in which they have given these eastern furnaces and manu- Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, now, Mr. Chairman, I am not 
facturers free raw material, and that is on scrap iron. Scrap advocating free shoes, nor am I an advocate of free hides. As 
is old pans, broken ·rails, old stoves, anything that is picked up I stated before, I believe in a re\enue tax; I believe that all 
and brought to the furnace and used to melt down to make of these manufactures should pay a revenue tax to support the 
pig metal. Under the laws that have heretofore been passed by Go•ernment, on the raw material as well as the finished prod.uct. 
Congress, scrap, which can be used -sometimes in place of pig What I am criticising is the position of the majority of the 
iron, has always borne the same rate of duty as pig iron. But members of the Ways and Means Committee in their efforts to 
under this bill scrap is placed at 50 cents a ton and pig iron give free hides to the manufacturer and at the same time 
at $2.50 a ton, and it is not going to reduce the cost of the leave them with a practically prohibiti\e duty on boots, shoes, 
finished product to the ultimate consumer any ~ore than the and leather. 
gift of free ore is going to reduce the cost to the ultimate con- There is practically no competition from abroad on boots and 
sumer. shoes, and the American manufacturer fixes his own prices to 

In 1907 we collected at the custom-house $86,000 on scrap the consumer. There is no necessity to gi\e free hides to the 
at $4 a ton. Should the same a.mount of scrap come into the American shoe man in order that he may b-uild up his business 
United States under the duty of 50 cents a ton it will only in the markets of the world, because, under the rebate clause 
amount to $10,000, a gift of some $70,000 out of the Federal in the Dingley bill he was entitled to a dra"back of 99 per cent 
Treasury to these manufacturers. on all the duties paid on hides when he shipped his manufac-

The same thing is true _of coal. This bill practically puts tured goods out of the country; but the shoe men say the law 
coal on the free list. It is true that it does not do so directly, enabled the man who was not conscientious about his state
but it says that when Canada allows American coal to go in ments to receive the drawback, but did not let an honest man 
the Canadian market free we will let Canadian coal come I get it back:. But the Payne bill does away with all difficulties 
into this market free. What does that mean? It means that in tracing the raw material into the finished product. If the 
New England wants free coal as well as free scrap and free manufacturer brings hides into this country he can tah.e hill 

/' 
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receipt, and if he ships an equal amount of manufactured 
leather, whether it be the same leather or not, out of the 
country within three years he can go to the Treasury Depart
ment and demand back the amount of the duty he paid on the 
hides less 1 per cent. So that as to his foreign trade there is 
absolutely no reason in the world why he should ha·rn free 
hides, and as to his domestic trade he has no competition 
from abroad. 

He will fix the prices to-morrow as he fixes them to-day, and 
the American consumer will not receirn his shoes one nickel 
cheaper than he does to-day; and yet this bill proposes to give 
the amount of duty collected on hides, which in the year 1907 
amounted 'to $3,115,390, to the boot and shoe manufacturers of 
this country as a donation. 

Now, what does the bill do? It takes ore, and coal, and 
scrap, and hides from the dutiable list and puts them on the 
free list. In these articles that it ha~ put on the free list it 
does not give to the consumer any reduction in the burden of 
taxation, but absolutely gives to the manufacturers of the United 
States $4,287,414 out of the Federal Treasury and has to put a 
tax on tea and coffee on the poor people of this country to make 
up that difference. [Loud applause.] 

Now then there is another point. 
Mr. LOVERING. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman mean to 

say that this $4,000,000 goes entirely to the manufacturers! 
Does it not go to the workingmen, the operatives? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not at all, in my judgment. I know 
no reason why it should. 

l\Ir. LOVERING. Does the gentleman mean that is that much 
superadded to the profits of the manufacturer? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think it will be. 
Mr. LOVERING. I think the gentleman is mistaken. 
l\fr. U:~J)ERWOOD. I can not see any reason why it should 

not. I think time has demonstrated absolutely that the laborer 
of this country gets his pay because it is fixed by his organiza
tion; and it is a question between him and the manufacturer 
absolutely as to how much pay he is going to get; and if we 
make this gift of free raw material, not one ceiit of it will go 
into the laborer's pocket. 

l\fr. LOVERil~G. Now, one word more, if I may be permitted. 
Last year, as I understand, we exported between $12,000,000 
and $13,000,000 worth of shoes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 
Mr. LOVERING. Was there no labor involved in that? If 

we had not exported those shoes, would not the laborers of this 
coun try have been deprived of just that amount of labor? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; but let me say to the gentleman, as 
I have just said, that on the boots and shoes you export, where 
you buy foreign hides you get a rebate back into your own 
pockets of 99 per cent, and therefore you do not pay any duty 
into the Federal Treasury on the export business. The same 
thing is true as to other raw materials imported, manufactured 
here, and afterwards exported. 

Mr. LOVERING. It is paid once into the United States 
Treasury. It is paid once back and the incident is closed. That 
is the end of it. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOOD. You do not want it paid back mor~ 
than once on the same hides? 

l\Ir. LOVERING. That is sufficient. 
l\fr. UNDERWOOD. If you import the hide and send it out 

as a shoe, you pay the duty on the hide and get it back when 
you send it out in the shoe, and that is all you ought to get back. 

l\fr.· LOVERING. That is all we claim. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Therefore on the export business this 

does not cut any figure at all. 
l\fr. LOVERING. It cuts this figure, that that $12,000,000 or 

$13,000,000 worth of shoes exported last year furnished labor to 
a certain number of people in the United States which would not 
otherwise have been afforded. 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. .The gentleman understands that I am 
not raising any question against the rebate that is paid back on 
the foreign shipments of foreign hides, but what I am objecting 
to is giving back to these people the duty they paid on hides or 
ought to pay on hides for the domestic business. They get it 
back in any event when they engage in foreign trade. 

Mr. LOVERING. Precisely the same as though the hides 
were brought in and the shoes manufactured in bond and again 
exported. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey . . Does the gentleman believe 
that .the amount of this duty that is pr~~se<;J,,. fo be taken off 
from hides will ever find its way into- tne pay envelope of the 
employees engaged in manufacturing boots and shoes? 

Mr. LOVERING. The rebate or drawback would not be 
operative with free hides. The gentleman understands that. 

XLIV--18 
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Mr."HUGHES of New Jersey. I understand that. 
Mr. LOVERING. It is only under the Dingley bill, where a 

duty of 15 per cent was placed on those hides, and that duty 
was again repaid when the manufactured product was exported, 
that it has been of any effective value to the people of this 
country. 

l\1r. HUGHES of New Jersey. If the duty was taken off from 
hides, or an additional duty was put on the manufactured prod; 
uct, thereby raising the price, does the gentleman believe that in 
either one of those instances the difference would find its 
way, without the action of the unions or organizations of labor, 
into the pay envelopes of the employees? 

Mr. LOVERING. Without the least doubt in the world. 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Then the gentleman's experi

ence has been different from mine. 
Mr. LOVERING. I have been a manufacturer all my days. 
Mr. STANLEY. It strikes me that the gentleman's premises, 

so ably laid down, justify a conclusion much stronger than he 
has drawn. The system of rebating, as it now exists, would en
courage the exportation of shoes by offering this bonus in the 
way of the repayment of the duty. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. STA:NLEY. If that duty on hides is taken off entirely, 

without a corresponding reduction of the duty on shoes, it 
strikes me that there will be less encouragement to exportation: 
The manufacturer can make fewer shoes for export, his smaller 
sales being compensated by larger profits. · 

Ur. UNDERWOOD. I am. not sure that I go as far as the 
gentleman does in his conclusion in that matter; but at any 
rate, as far as the foreign trade is concerned, whether the duties 
are kept on hides or not, it does not affect that so far as the 
American consumer is concerned. He is not going to get his 
shoes for one cent less, but the Treasury of the United States is 
going to lose over $3,000,000 a year when it needs it by the 
removal of the duty on hides. 

Mr. PARSONS. Is the gentleman opposed to free raw ma
terials? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Most emphatically. I do not believe in 
free raw materials any more than I believe in the doch·ine of 
protection. I believe in a tariff levied for revenue at a fair 
competitive basis, and spread over the commoditie~ that are 
imported into the country. 

Mr. PARSONS. One more question. Referring to the wool 
schedule, does the gentleman criticise the duty on raw wool 
from which we derive a revenue of $17,000,000? · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would not put raw wool on the free 
list, but to carry out the idea of the majority of the Ways and 
Means Committee, they ought to put it on the free list to be 
consistent. Why should they put hides and iron ore on the 
free list, and say they believe in free raw materials and not 
put wool on the free list? 

Mr. PARSONS. The gentleman does not answer my ques
tion. I asked whether he is opposed to the present duty on 
raw wool. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will come to wool after a while. I 
am not in favor of free wool ; I am in favor of a tariff for reve
nue on everything. 

l\fr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will yield to the gentleman from 

Texas. 
Mr. SLAYDEN. I would like to ask if it has not become 

perfectly manifest since this discussion began that these manu
facturers in the East are demanding free raw material because 
they believe in excessive protection and realize that it is an 
additional protection to their interest? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I think the gentleman's conclusion is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will the gentlema~ yield 
for a question? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 
Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. There are shoe manufac

turers in my district who claim that if they get free hides they 
will be able to reduce the price of boots and shoes to the ulti
mate consumer-that is, they claim there is competition in the 
shoe _business throughout the country, and that if they can have 
free raw material they can reduce the price of boots and shoes 
in the market. 

l\!r. UNDERWOOD. I will say that free hides, in my judg
ment, although it has been asserted otherwise by some, free 
hides will not make more than a cent difference in a shoe, 
and that cent will never get down to the consumer, and the 
$3,000,000 on hides will go into the treasury of the boot and 
shoe manufacturers who import hides. I know that they ron
tend that it will go to the people, but I deny the contention •. 
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Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. They can make a reason- Mr. BYRD. Will the gentleman answer one other question? 
able profit and reduce the price of shoes to the people who wear If that be true, is it not then a possibility for the manufacture.r 
them. - to get back out of the Treasury all of the duty that he pays on 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. With a difference of not more than 1 all the imported raw material that he gets? 
cent on .a shoe, I do not think it will be reduced to the con- Mr. UNDERWOOD. Unquestionably. There is no reason in 
sumer. the world why any manufacturer, if this Payne bill goes 

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Can not they reduce the through, should lose any part of the duty that he pays on raw 
price of boots and shoes? material he brings in here and manufactures for reshipment. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Of course they can; but I do not think except the 1 per cent that the Treasury t.akes out to cover the 
they will. cost to the Government. 

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOL{;. Does the gentleman from l\Ir. BATES. 'Vill the gentleman yield for a question? 
Alabama claim that there is a trust on boots and shoes? Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. · No; I do not. l\Ir. BATES. I am interested to know the views of the gen-
Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will not the ordinary com- tleman from Alabama. The gentleman is opposed to free raw 

petition reduce the price of boots and shoes? material? 
Mr. Ul\TDERWOOD. I do not think it will, because shoes are Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am. 

sold in sizes. They sell a dollar shoe, a dollar and a quarter Mr. BATES. The gentleman is in favor, therefore, of re-
shoe, a dollar and a half shoe, a $2 shoe, and the price goes ducing the tariff rate on manufactured goods? 
on a jump of 25 cents at a time. I believe that the cent dif- Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am in favor of putting everything on 
ference that goes into the shoes will not be affected by free a revenue rate. 
hides. I believe that the cent difference will not cut any figure Mr. BATES. Or, in the words the gentleman used a moment 
in the price of boots and shoes to the consumer; that they will ago, reducing them to a competitive basis? 
sell them at the same old rates. Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly. They could not be at a 

.Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. But that is an assumption on revenue rate without their being on a competitive basis. 
the part of the gentleman from Alabama. Mr. BATES. Precisely. Now, is the gentleman in favor oi 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is my belief. The shoe men say that, notwithstanding the fact that it would reduce the number 
that if we will give them free hides it will reduce the cost, but I of jobs for workmen in this country, or else reduce their wages? 
do not believe it will, and I believe that every dollar of revenue Is the gentleman in favor of reducing the wages of the Ameri· 
that we take away from the Government will go into their pock- can workman? 
ets and stay there. Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I am not in favor of reducing the 

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Will the gentleman from wages of the American workman, and if the industries of this 
Alabama yield for a question? country are put on a healthy competith·e basis, when hard times 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. come, when panics come, the workman of this country will hold 
Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Some who have been his job, and foreign goods will cease to come in; but when you 

making a claim that the price of shoes will be reduced by rea- build this protective tariff wall so high that the American 
son of free hides have abandoned that argument and are now people have got to buy every commodity and all they desire in 
setting up the claim that while that may not be the case, free tLlnes of great prosperity and great development alone from 
hides will enable them to put a better quality of material into Amelican manufacturers, you expand conditions, develop your 
their boots and shoes at the same price. I would like to have business to such an extent that when hard times come there is 
the views of the gentleman on that point. no place to retrench or dispose of your surplus production, and 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think that is entirely with the maker you have got to shut up your factories at home. But if you 
of the shoe. I think he can put a better quality of stock in.to build up the great industries of the country, not with an un· 
the shoes now, or he can neglect to put in a better quality. I healthy, hothouse growth, but along conservative lines, recog
think it will depend entirely on the man and the price. I do nizing fair competition and only revenue rates of duty all the 
not think a man who wants to do business and drive it down to time, while you might not build your industries as rapidly as 
the last cent will put a better quality of stock into his product. under a forcing process, yet you would not have the present 
I think there are some manufacturers who want to exploit their unhealthy growth, and when hard times and panics come and it 
goods as high-grade manufactures that will try and improve is necessary to reduce production, the foreign goods would be 
their product as much as possible. But in the end, I do not be- driven out; in most cases American mills would continue in 
lieve that the American people are going to get one cent of operation. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
benefit out of the fact that the Government gives this $3,000,000 Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, it is as simple as that two and 
o the boot and shoe manufacturers. two make four that if we reduce the duty on manufactured 

Mr. BURNETT. Will the gentleman yield? iron and woolen and cotton goods, larger imports will come to 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. , om shores and there will be less of those goods manufactured 
Mr. BURNETT. Does the gentleman think it wiU prevent tn this country. 

them from using paper bottoms and paper soles, as a great Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, of course I do not deny that. I 
many of them do now? [Laughter.] have not denied it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not. · Mr. BATES. - And the gentleman can not deny the point 
Mr. BYRD. Will the gentleman yield ~or a question? that John Bright admitted in 1886, when he said that only two 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will' yield to the gentleman. things could happen from reducing the tariff rates; one was the 
Mr. BYRD. Regarding the drawback pro-~sition, will the reduction in the price of labor, and the other was the closing 

gentleman from Alabama explain to me what is meant by this of mills. 
section 29, which provides: Mr. UNDERWOOD. There is not any question that at the 
Un~fed ~~at~P~f:i;1!~0fn ~\0~~e~ ~a~~:ci~~t:f J>ft~Yifs~ 0 !-11 fr~~ high rate of development that your hothouse growth has car
domestic materials of equal quantity and productive manufacturing ried the manufacturing interests of this country to, when times 
quality and value, such question to be determined by the Secretary of become hard and competi1;ion becomes severe somebody has got 
the Treasury, there shall be allowed a drawback equal in amount to the to go out of business; but if you had developed it along safe 
duties paid on the imported materials used, or where domestic mate- tin t d t•lted diti h t 
rials are used, to the duties pald on the equivalent of imported mate- and sound es, no un er s 1 · con ons, w en you mee 
rials, less the legal deduction of 1 per cent. these days of depression it would not be the American laborer. 

Do I understand by that that a man when he makes goods for who w~mt out of business, but it would be the foreign workman. 
export out of domestic materials can go to the Treasury and Mr. BATES. I beg the gentleman's pardon-I do not want 
draw back the amount of the duty he would have fiad to pay to interrupt the gentleman--
had he imported them? Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to go on with my argu-

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As I understand the proposition, it sim- ment. 
ply enlarges the present drawback clause. Originally, if you Mr. BATES. Just one more question. Take the subject of 
brought a foreign commodity into the country and manufac- knit goods. There is now some disappointment and criticism 
tured it and shipped the manufactured product out, you got 99 because th~ rate has been raised on knit goods or hosiery, is 
per cent of your duty back. Now, if you bring a foreign com- there not? 
modity into the country under this bill and afterwards ship a Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; I think there is. 
manufactured commodity out, even if it is made of domestic ma- Mr. BATES. In spite of our present rate, which is rather 
terial, but of the same class of goods and out of the same mate- high, is it not a fact that there have been large importations 
rial as that you imported, at any time witllln three years you all along for the last twelve yea.rs, and that only last year there 
can go to the Treasncy Department and get 99 per cent of the were 61,000,000 pairs of foreign hosiery admitted into this 
duty that you paid. country? 

.... 
·,. 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think the gentleman will clearly find 

that on almost every woolen schedule the duty is practically 
prohibitive. A seemingly large quantity may come in, but it 
is very small in comparison with the amount of the Ameri
can consumption, but I think there are some classes of hosieries 
that we do not manufacture here that are imported, and there 
are other classes of hosieries that some American people prefer 
to buy abroad and would not buy here anyhow; you can not 
keep them out no matter what the tax amounts to-it is the 
clothing of the idle rich; they are willing to pay any price for 
the latest styles. 

l\fr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman from Alabama please 
allow me to just ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania one 
q·uestion? 

l\fr. BATES. With the permission of the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. If it is just a question, I will, but I de
sire to get on with my speech. 

Mr. WEISSE. In 1900 the average wage paid, according to 
the census report, in the woolen mills of this country was $350 
a :rea r for each person who worked there; also the average 
wage to the carpenter and mason was about $6 a day, or 
about fonr times as much. Was the carpenter protected by 
the tariff, and why is it wages were so low in the woolen in
dustries? [ApplauEe on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. BATES. Why, that is easy to answer. The carpenter 
is the head of a family; a ·Skilled workman, and the wage cited 
does not include helpers and journeymen; in the woolen indus
try there is much unskilled labor, and women and children work. 
I do not think there is much sequence in the citation made by 
the gentleman, and his statement as to the low wages in the 
woolen milJs does not conform with the statement of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Alabama who yielded to him, who 
states that we have been hothousing American labor in the 
supply of woolens and cotton and forcing up the rate of wages, 
thereby prohibiting imports by foreign manufacturers. It does 
not accord with the statement of the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama. The carpenter has absolutely no competition 
from abroad and very little at home. The woolen and textile 
workers ha rn a certain degree of competition, else we would not 
be now importing the large amounts we do from abroad. 

l\fr. l!NDERWOOD. The wage scales show we have been 
very far from hothousing .American labor in the textile indus
tries. I know of some instances where the present system has 
been starving them. 

Mr. l\fICBAEL E. DRISCOLL. l\fr. Chairman, before that 
statement made by the gentleman from Wisconsin goes into the 
RECORD I would like to know what is his proaf as to carpenters' 
wages. · · 

Mr. WEISSE. From the census reports of 1900, in regard 
to labor in woolen mill . 

Mr. U:~~ERWOOD. I do not desire gentlemen to interrupt 
me for the purpose of asking other gentlemen questions. 

Mr. COLE. Will the gentleman yield for u question? 
1\lr. U~~ERWOOD. I will. 
Mr. COLE. Is it not a fact that the carpenter is absolutely 

protected? Cun a carpenter working on a building in London 
compete with a carpenter working on a building in Wash
ington? 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I will not stop to gq into that 
proposition now. I think that the legi lation passed by Re
publican Congresses in the past has clearly demonstrated that, 
so far as foreign labor coming in here, there is no law on the 
statute books tbat protects American labor against the im
portation of foreign labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Now I desire to get back to the line of my argument. 

l\Ir. PARSONS. Will tbe gentleman yield for a further 
question? The gentleman from Wisconsin--

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will baye to a!:ik the gentleman if he 
will please, in llis own time, discuss tbe question with the gen
tleman from Wisconsin-not in my time. 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The gentleman from Alabama declines to 
yield. 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I do not wish to be impolite or dis" 
courteous; I do not intend to be so, but I desire to go on with 
my argument, and the continued interruptions are preventing 
me from doing so. As far as the condition of the country is con
cerned, affecting men out of employment, we have reached this 
lamentable situation through the B.othouse growth caused by a 
prohibitive protective tariff, and a panic has been produced 
as the natural result; men are out of employment under the 
protective system, and not under a revenue system. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Now ~ want to say this further about this question of free 
raw material: The gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] as-

serted that he believed in the doctrine of free raw material. 
As I have shown you all, the free raw material that he has given 
anybody he "has given to New England and the Atlantic sea
board, but we did have something on the free list before this 
bill was written, and that is zinc ore. Zinc ore has been ad
mitted free. There is zinc ore produced in Mexico, running 
from 32 to 40 per cent of metallic zinc. There is a 60 per cent 
zinc ore produced at Joplin, Mo. The freight rate from Mexico 
on the zinc ore to the smelters amounts to $6.50 a ton. The 
freight rate from Joplin to the smelter amounts to a dollar. • 
The Joplin ore is a 60 per cent ore, the Mexican ore is only 
about a 32 per cent ore as a rule. Now, you will see that it is 
evident from that statement that it costs more to bring the 
Mexican ore to the mill in Kansas or in Missouri tban it does 
the domestic ore, and the only reason it is imported is that the 
zinc mines of Joplin and in western Missouri have not been 
able to produce enough zinc ore to i:;upply the demands of the 
smelters. 

That being the condition, we might expect if anv taxes were 
levied they would be on a revenue basis, that would produce 
some revenue. That I would most cheerfully vote for; but they 
propose a tariff that will amount to from $7.50 to $8 a ton on 
zJ-nc ore. That will be prohibitive, and put the Mexican ore en· 
tirely out of business in -this country and allow the American 
ore to be raised to the difference in price, which ultimately 
must be paid by the American consumer. And every man who 
uses galvanized-iron and barbed-wire fencing must ultimately 
pay this increased tax, levied for the producer and not for the 
Government. . 

Mr. RILL. ~rhe gentleman made a remark a minute ago that 
the only thing in this bill was giving free raw material to 
New England. 

l\:fr. UNDERWOOD. No; I did not say it was the only 
thing in this bill. · 

.Mr. HILL. I mean relating to raw material. I have heard a 
good deal about that. in the last three months. Will the gentle
man kindly specify one free raw material that this bill gives 
to ~~ew England as distinct from any other part of the country? 

A MEMBER. Hides. 
Mr. HILL. The bulk of the shoes of the United States to

day are made outside of New England, and it is no boon to us 
any more than it is to you. Kame some other. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I said New England and the eastern 
seaboard. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman said free ore. There is not a 
blast furnace in Kew England which will take advantage of 
foreign free ore. , 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Yes; but the blast furnaces of the east
ern seaboard are close to New England. I said New England 
and the eastern seaboard. · 

l\lr. HILL. Now, the gentleman in his remarks a moment 
ago said New England. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If I left out the eastern seaboard and 
New Yo_rk in one statement, I have said it enough in my speech 
to classify the two together. As to hides, New England gets the 
benefit of the hides, they get the benefit of cheaper ore, they 
g:t the benefit of the c?al. The free coal shipped ·will go to 
New England, and she will be nearly the sole beneficiary from it. 

l\lr. HILL. Was the gentleman present at the hearing when 
the hide question was before the committee? 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, yes. 
_Mr. HILL .. Does he not know that New Orleans, Richmond, 

\ :a.; S~. Louis-where the largest shoe factory in the United 
States is located-~linneapolis, Cincinnati, and all of the West 
and South were represented and demanded that? 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 
Mr. HILL. Then, why charge it up to New England? 
Mr. U:NpERWOOD. I will tell you. The free hides may go 

t<; some extent, to the interior points, but they go largely t~ 
New .England and the East. And I '"ill t ell the gentleman why. 
The mter~st that th~ sho.e man in the interior has in New Eng
land gettrug free hides is because it does not make as much 
competition for the hides that he buys in Chicago and in the 
interior points from American farmers, and that is why he 
wants New England to have free hides. 

Mr. HILL. Does not the gentleman know, when he speaks 
of competition with Chicago, that it was demon trated before 
the committee that the tanners of this country could not 
buy hi.des in Chicago; that the "big four" were tanning their 
own hid.es; and that the tanners could get no raw materials to 
work with, and had to have free hides or go out of business? 
Now, the gentleman knows that? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It may apply to some rate war that the 
tanners were engaged . in, but it did not apply to the shoe
makers in getting free hides, and that was what I was talking 
about. I was talking about the shoes. 
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Mr. KELIHER. A moment ago I understood the gentleman 
to say that, in his opinion, the duty on hides added but 1 cent 
a pair to the cost of shoes? 

1\fr. UNDERWOOD. It was variously estimated in the com
mittee by different witnesses. Some went higher and some went 
lower. I think some placed it at half a cent and some went up 
materially higher. I said in my judgment that it would not 
amount to more than 1 cent. 

l\Ir. KELIHER. Now, will the gentle.man permit me for just 
• · a second to pit against his opinion the opinion of William L. 

Douglas, one of the largest and most successful manufacturers 
of shoes in the world, who said very recently: 

The hide duty adds about 7 cents per pair to the cost of producing 
the grade of shoes I manufacture. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Let me say to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts that where the high-grade shoe is being manufac
tured out of an sole leather it would amount to more than 1 
cent a shoe; but the shoe that the poor people wear, that the 
ordinary people wear, which is not all manufactured out of sole 
leather, it will amount to very little, and therefore I say that 
it will not on the average amount to a cent a shoe. 

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, when the 
gentleman was interrupted a moment ago he had instanced coal 
as having been put on the free list and to be of benefit to New 
England. If the gentleman has not concluded his remarks on 
that subject, I would be very glad if he would continue them 
as to that particular article. 

Mr. UJ\J)ERWOOD. As to coal, I admit that it is somewhat 
on a different basis to the other raw material given to New 
England. The manufacturer of New England will receive a 
great boon from free coal. I admit that the plain people in the 
New England States will also receive a boon from free coal which 
they do not receive with reference to these other raw materials 
that are gi"ven to them. But I do say this: Coal is on a revenue 
basis. It is paying a large amount of money into the Treasury. 
The people of my State have to pay high taxes on woolen goods 
and cotton goods that are manufactured in New England. 
They have to pay a high tax on agricultural implements that 
are manufactured in New York; and why is it not just that in 
equalizing these burdens the people of New York and of New 
England should pay some tax on the coal that they import 
for their own benefit? It is equitable in the fair distribution 
of the burdens of taxation, and from a revenue standpoint there 
is no reason why they should not bear their share of the burden. 

Now, I am taking up a great deal more time than I intended, 
and I wish to hurry on through my speech. 

The next item that I come to in the bill--
Mr. l\IORGAN of Missouri. Before the gentleman leaves the 

zinc matter I would like to ask him a question: As I under
stood the gentleman he stated that the district of Joplin was 
unable to produce sufficient zinc ore for the necessities of the 
country. 

Now, is it not a fact that when the spelter men first went to 
l\Ie:xico to purchase Mexican ores there was a surplus of zinc 
ores in the United States, and the only reason they went to 
Mexico was because they could get those ores cheaper on ac
count of the price of labor, they employing peon labor, as against 
the. high price of labor paid in this country? 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not at all. They went there because 
they could not get the ore in Joplin. They went there because 
the demand in the United States for ore increased so greatly 
that this country was unable to supply it. Now, in 1 98 the 
Joplin district produced 235,123 tons of ore; in 1907, nearly ten 
years afterwards, the Joplin district only produced 297,126 tons 
of ore, or an increase of 26 per cent in your production of ore. 
But in 1898 the spelter production in the United States-and I 
will say that spelter is the pig metal that is produced out of 
zinc ore-the spelter production in the United States amounted 
to only 114,104 tons, whereas in 1907 the spelter production had 
increased to 249,612 tons, or an increase of 119 per cent. Now, 
your increase of ore in the Joplin district in that time was only 
26 per cent, and the consumption of spelter by the smelters of 
the country increased 119 per cent, and that is why they had to 
go to Mexico to get more ore. [Loud applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

Mr. :MORGAN of Missouri. Is it not a fact that the increased 
amount of spelter over the amount of ore commenced in 1905, 
the year that the spelter men went to Mexico to buy their ore? 
And is it not true that the production of zinc ore kept pace with 
the demand for spelter until they went to 1\Iexico, and the rea
son it fell off in our district was because of the fact that these 
men who were engaged in that business went to Mexico simply 
so they could buy it cheaper on account of the cheap labor that 
was employed in mining it? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not allow the gentleman to make 
a speech In my time; but I will say to the gentleman the reason 
he has n~t had prosperity in his district is the very same reason 
that we have not had it in the balance of the country, because we 
have had too much of the Dingley tariff. [Applause.] I want to 
say this to the gentle.man, that when he talks about the cost of 
this zinc ore to the American people they had to go abroad to 
get foreign ores because of the great demand of the American 
market. The importation of zinc ores into the United Stutes 
in 1907 amounted to 82,419 tons. If charged an average duty 
of $7.50, as proposed by this bill, it will amount to $618,000 that 
the American people will have to pay. 

Now, I do not mean to say that I would not favor a fair 
revenue duty, something like a dollar a ton, two and one-half 
times as much as there is on iron ore; but there is no reason 
for putting a duty of $7.50 or $8 a ton on zinc ore an 
putting iron ore-now at 40 cents a ton-on the free li t . 
But I will say to the gentleman from Missouri [l\Ir. MORGAN], 
he has one distinction in this Congress, and always will haYe. 
I understood the distinguished gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CANNON], who represents the Danville district in Congr s , 
to say yesterday that when he went to Joplin he told those 
people there that if they sent a Republican to Congre s they 
would get a tariff on zinc ore, or he would Yote for a tariff ou 
zinc; which, in the organization of the House, I take it, meant 
that a tariff on zinc ore was sure to come; that if they sent a 
Democrat to this Honse they would not get any tariff on zinc. 
A..nd I want to tell the gentleman who obtained his election by 
reason of the Speaker's promise that putting that tarif! on zinc 
ore will cost the American people $618,000 a year, and the di tin
guished gentleman from Missouri [l\Ir. l\foRGAN], whom I am 
facing, will have the great distinction of being the highest
priced Congressman that the American people ever paid for. 
[Applause and laughter on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MORGAN of :Missouri. I want to ask one question. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman will ask me a ques

tion, but not make an argument. 
Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. I will not inject any speech. I 

think Speaker CANNON can take care of himself in regard to 
what he said at Joplin. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. What is the gentleman's question? 
l\fr. MORGAN of l\Iissouri. The question is this: Do you be

lieve that by permitting the spelter people to go to Mexico and 
buy cheap Mexican ore that will reduce the price of their 
spelter to the consumers one cent? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, let me tell you what is the fact in 
reference to that, and the record shows it, that the only reasou 
any ore came in from Mexico was because the Joplin district 
could not produce enough to supply the demand. 

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. You are mistaken on that. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. And if it is left alone, the Joplin district 

will go on supplying the demand until the country needs more 
than Joplin can furnish, and then it will go to Mexico. Now 
I desire to go on without interruption, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. You have not answered the ques
tion about the increased cost to the consumers. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The testimony shows that Joplin ore 
can be furnished and laid down at the smelter cheaper than thP. 
Mexican ore can be, if you believe the testimony before the 
committee. 

Mr. MORGAJ.~ of Missouri. The gentleman is entirely mis-
taken. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I know what the testimony was. 
l\Ir. MORGAJ.~ of Missouri. I know what the fact are. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Your witnesses came before the commit

tee and compared the ore of Mexico with the ore of Joplin, and 
said that they had a $9 ore in Mexico with $6.50 freight rate, 
and $20 ore in Joplin; but they did not say 1.hat that i\I xicun 
ore was a 32 per cent ore and that the Joplin ore was a 60 p r 
cent ore, and that made the difference, and made the metallic 
substance in the Joplin ore higher and the ore cheaper than the 
Mexican ore. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. Is it not true that the Committee 
on Ways and Means were furnished with the exact facts, that 
the Joplin ore was 60 per cent and the Mexican ore about 40 
per cent? I do not suppose that all the men that went before 
the committee stated that, but was not that stated so that the 
gentleman understood and based his action upon it? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. It ran from 32 to 40 per cent, and the 
best-informed men that I found before the committee stated 
that it was 32 per cent. 

Mr. GAINES. The gentleman has said that the reason Mexi
can ore came in was because the mines of the l\Iissouri district 
could not fm·nish the zinc ore. It was stated before the com
mittee at the hearings that at the very time the Mexican ore 
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was coming in, the bins in the Joplin district were full of .zinc 
ore for which there could be found no market, because it could 
not be produced at the price for which the Mexican ore was 
-sold. Now, that was a statement of fact, and we ought to be 
able to reach· some certain conclusion about such a matter. 
Does the gentleman deny that fact? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think there is no doubt about the 
statement that the Joplin people had an overproduction of ore 
about the time that the panic struck the country and every
thing shut down, but that was not the normal condition and 
will not continue to be the normal condition, I hope. I under
stand that shortly after the panic occurred the ores in the 
Joplin district were being consumed and used, and that the 
stock of ore is not there now. 

Mr. GAINES. If my colleague will permit me again, that 
does not address itself precisely to what I said. The gentle
man says there was a panic and that there was less than the 
usual demand for everything. That is not what I am address
ing myselt to. It was stated time and again in our hearing, 
and upon oath, not that there was no demand for zinc ore, but 
that while the Mexican ore was coming in and there was a de
mand for Mexican ore the Missouri ore lay in the bins and 
eould not be sold because the priee fixed by the Mexican ore 
was less than the Missouri cost of production. Is that true or 
not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I say there was some testimony that the 
ore accumulated in Joplin. It accumulated at the time of the 
bank panic of 1907--

Mr. GAINES. My question is whether the gentleman dis
putes the fact, or does he brush it aside and refuse to give it 
consideration? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, I will answer the gentleman in my 
own language. I stated before, and I state it" again, that there 
was testimony that a quantity of ore had accumulated in the 
bins at Joplin, and that it was at the time of the panic when 
everything shut down. I do say, and the gentleman can not 
deny these figures, that the cost of ore in Mexico is $9, as testi
fied to by these witnesses, and the cost of freight to the smelter 
is $6.50; and the cost of ore at Joplin was placed at $20 and the 
cost of the smelter $1, and that the Joplin ore was 60 per cent 
ore--most of the witnesses testifying that the Mexican ore was 
32 per cent ore, and some said 40-but, taking it at 40 per cent, 
the gentleman only needs a pencil and a paper to demonstrate 
the fa.ct that the Joplin ore was cheaper at the smelter than 
the l\fexican ore because it had more metallic zinc in it, and the 
cost price of the Mexican ore was not the cause of its impor
tation. 

Mr. GAINES. I am aware that we are trespassing on the 
time of the gentleman from Alabama and getting in a good deal 
of stuff in his speech which perhaps will break up the con
tinuity of it, and I really apologize for the interruption, but the 
gentleman says that I can not deny the :figures. That is very 
little to the point, because I have no personal information about 
the matter, nor does the gentleman from Alabama have such 
personal knowledge, but the figures furnished us were by per
sons who swore to the figures and knew what they were testify
ing about. Now, I want to bring the gentleman back to that 
question: Is it or not a fact that at the very time these Joplin 
ores could not be sold, because the .price was below the cost of 
production, l\Iexican ores were sold to the zinc trust? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know whether the latter st.ate
ment is true or not. It may have been a fact that the smelters 
in times of prosperity, before the panic of 1897, might have made 
a contract for zinc ores that had to be carried out. and their 
contract did not expire until after the period when Joplin had 
quit mining on account of the panic. 

Mr. · SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman from Alabama permit 
me to make a short statement? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 
Mr. SLAYDEN. In looking over the hearings bearing on this 

production of ore in Mexico, I was struck by the statement made
by whom I do not recall, but absolutely inaccurate as to the 
cost of mining in Mexico. I want to premise my statement by 
saying that I have no interest in the production of zinc, never 
did have, have no friends who do produce it tha1r I know of, and 
that I am wholly disinterested in it. I have had some experi
ence in mining in other lines and other metals n Mexico, and I 
know that the most ordinary miners' wages in exico are twice, 
and two and a half, and frequently three and four times as 
much as was stated in these hearings. The peon labor, which 
seems to have a mysterious meaning for the gentleman, is the 
()rdinary labor of the miners, and it commands much better 
.wages and th€y do very much less work per unit than it does 
1n the United States; but, after all, the lower wages paid to 

Mexican miners is very little cheaper and often not so cheap as 
the higher wages paid in the United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, Mr. Chairman, if gentlemen will 
allow me to proceed, I wish to come to the prohibitive rates in 
this bill. I am not sure that I am absolutely correct in the 
statement I am about to make, but I took the report filed by 
the majority members of the Ways and Means Committee and 
counted the number of increases made in the bill. If I counted . 
correctly-and I think I counted about right-they had in
creased the rates in 46 instances. The reductions made, as set 
out in the report, if I have counted them correctly, amount to 
165 items. 

Now, of those items, 49 are in the chemical schedule, 50 1n 
the metal schedule, which makes 109, and leaves only about 65 
items of reduction in the entire balance of the Payne bill below 
the rates in the Dingley bill Now, when you consider the fact 
that the Payne bill has 712 paragraphs, and it is stated-I do not 
know how correctly, but I believe it to be a fact-that the bill 
has 4,000 items in it, you can see what a small reduction has 
been made in this bill under the rates of the Dingley bill. 

l\Ir. HILL. The gentleman ought to be fair--
1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I want to be fair. 
Mr. HILL (continuing). And show at the same time how 

many items there are on the free list, and t11en devise some way 
by which these could be reduced in order to make his statement 
fair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, the items on the free list 
out of the 4.000 will not cut a very large figure with the items on 
the protective list. 

Mr. B;ILL. Oh, yes; they will cut a very large figure. The 
gentleman said 712 paragraphs. How many of them are in the 
free list? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Not a large proportion of them. 
l\fr. IDLL. Of course those can not be reduced. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman will state how man; 

there are, I will take his statement for it. 
l\Ir. HILL. I am not making the statement. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I did not quite catch 

what the gentleman from Alabama said as to the number of 
paragraphs in which duties were reduced. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did not say as to the number of 
paragraphs. I said I simply took the report and counted the 
number of places in which the majority stated in the report 
reductions were made, and I count 165. I may have made a 
miscount of a figure or two, but that is substantially what is 
stated in the gentleman's own report of the number of places 
in which reductions have been made. 

.Mr. LONGWORTH. One hundred and sixty-five? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. One hundred and sixty-five. 
1\Ir. LONGWORTH. The fact is that 130 paragraphs were 

reduced, not considering the number of brackets, and only 30 
paragraphs were raised. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman enumerates 46 in his 
report, as I understood it. I will take him at his own :fig
ures-that 30 have been raised and 130 reduced. .My :figures 
are somewhat in excess of that. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is, out of four hundred and sixty 
odd paragraphs which carry a duty in the Dingley bill, but 
that does not include the free list. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman sustains my argument. 
He states that 130 out of the entire bill have been reduced. 

l\Ir. LONGWORTH. I beg the gentleman's pardon. Those 
are paragraphs, not brackets. It is the commodities contained 
in 130' paragraphs. In other words, this bill reduces more than 
30 per cent of all the paragraphs and increases less than 6 
per cent of the paragraphs. 

1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I will take the gentleman's statement. 
He had three months in which to prepare a bill and to write a 
report ; we had four days in which to examine it. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to answer the ques
tion which the gentleman asked me, if he desires an answer at 
this time. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, I can not talk to two gentlemen at 
the same time. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. l\Iay I ask the gentleman another ques
tion? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman and I agree on a good 

many things in this bill. I also agree with a good many of the 
views advanced by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK], 
the leader of the minority. The trouble is that I have not an 
opportunity to hear all of the views of the minority of the com
mittee. May I ask the gentleman why, when he had equal 
opportunities with the majority in the hearings, having all the 
information possessed by the majority, having all the various 
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divisions of the Government at their command for information, 
the minority of this committee did not draft a complete bill, 
tha t we might be acquainted with their views in their entirety? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from Ohio know 
whether or not the minority has drafted a complete bill? 

Mr. LO,· 'YORTH. I should think, if they had, they would 
have produced it or put it in their report. The very statement 
that the minority make is that they have had no opportunity 
to criticise this I.Jill. 

Mr. u .. ' DERWOOD. If the gentleman will permit me, what 
the minority say is not that they have not had an opportunity 
to study the. question thoroughly. They have studied it thor- . 
oughly ; but they say they had only four days in which to study 
the Pnyne bill, the bill containing 4,000 items and 712 para
graphs, each requiring accurate mathematical calculation in 
every instance to determine what has been done. No set of men 
on the face of the earth could run over it in four days and come 
to an accurate understanding of all that has been done. Now, · 
as to whether we propose to offer a bill, we will answer that 
proposition when the bill is taken up under the rule of the 
House that allows us to offer amendments. 

l\Jr. LONGWORTH. I will, then, only ask the gentleman 
thi question, Have the minority prepared a bill? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I really would like to have the gentle
man from Ohio candidly tell me whether it is the intention of 
the majority members of this committee to give the membership 
of this House an opportunity to fairly offer amendments to this 
bill, or whether they propose to put the gag rule to us? If he 
would answer that, he would give me some very valuable in
formation. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will answer the gentleman by saying 
that I am only one-twelfth of the majority of that committee, 
and can not speak for them. 

Mr. J.AliIES. "Why don't you speak for yourself, John?" 
[L. ughter.] . 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman will inform me as to 
his views on that proposition, it may afford some light on the 
views .of bis colleagues. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman does not need it in view of the 
fact he has power now under the rules of the House to move 
the recommittal of the bill with instructions. He does not need 
assistance from this side. I would like to answer the question 
he asked some time ago-

1\Ir. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNGWORTH] has stated that he is 
one-twelfth of that side and one-twelfth added to our side would 
enable us to carry a proposition. Now, if we could get an 
answer from him as to how he stands on this and if he is with 
us we would be very glad to have the information. 

Mr. LOXGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I will candidly say I 
hope that a reasonable opportunity for amendments will be 
given, one that will not delay unduly the passage of this bill. 

l\fr. JAMES. Is that only a hope? 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Now, I ask the gentleman from Alabama 

[Mr. UNDERWOOD], inasmuch as I have answered for myself, if 
be will answer for himself as to whether the minority of the 
committee h~s prepared a complete .bill or, if they have not, 
whether they intend to prepare one? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not prepared to answer the ques
tion as to whether the minority has prepared a complete bill 
or not at this time. The gentleman will receive his answer 
when the proper time comes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. But the gentleman is one-seventh of the 
minority--

1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Oh, we will answer that--
Mr. I.ONGWORTH. And has the advantage of me in that 

respect. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Ob, we will answer that proposition 

when we come to it. If we are given opportunity to offer amend
ments, we will offer such amendments as we think necessary to 
reduce this bill to a revenue basis. [Applause on the Demo
~ratic side.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then the gentleman's answer to my 
question is that the minority have not prepared a bill. 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. No; I have not answered the· question; 
I decline to answer. 

.l\Ir. HILL. If the gentleman has an opportunity to offer 
amendments, will the gentleman then vote for the bill when it is 
amended? 

: Mr. U1\'DERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman very can
didly that if I can amend this bill I will amend it--

Mr. HILL. To suit yourf'lelf. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD (continuin 00 ). From the chemical sched

ule to the last schedule in the bill and put it on a revenue basis, 
or ev.en if I can put a . small portion-. of the bill on a revenue . 

basis I would most cheerfully vote for it, hut because we put 
in one amendment here and another amendment there, and still 
lea ~e it in the form of the old Dingley bill, with its prohibitive 
rates, I can assure the gentleman it will not get ,my >ote under 
any circumstances. There are some paragraphs now on a 
revenue basis, but not many; the exception proves the rule. 

Mr. HILL. I would ask the gentleman what he means by 
putting it on a revenue basis. What would a revenue basis 
be on pig iron and steel? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am coming to that. 
Mr. HILL. I did not know but what the gentleman had al

ready discussed that. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I have been trying to come to the 

pig-iron schedule for some time. I will f>ay this in reference to 
the pig-iron schedule, there is a great deal of testimony about 
what it costs to make pig iron here and what it costs to make 
it abroad. 

I have heard it variously estimated by interested witnesses 
who came before the committee that pig iron was being made 
abroad all the way from eight to twelrn dollars a ton, and that 
they estimated the cost of making pig iron at home at from 
twelrn to fifteen dollars a ton. The freight rates have been 
stated at most remarkable .figures, but there is some testimony 
that I think is reliable. The Government sent an expert to 
Germany to investigate the cost of making pig iron. He testi
fied that the cheapest pig iron that was made in Germany was 
at a cost of $11.42 a ton in the Luxemburg district. He testi
fied that it costs $1.49 freight to haul that pig iron to Ant
werp for shipment abroad, and I think that the average ocea.n
freight rate must have been somewhere from one dollar to one 
dollar and a half a ton. Now, from the best information I can 
obtain, the cost of production of pig iron in England is some· 
where in the neighborhood of $11 a ton, and the freight rate 
varies from $2 to $3 a ton. Judge Gary in his testimony before 
the committee stated that the average freight cost of bringing 
pig iron from the foreign furnaces to the American seaboard 
was $2.85. Now, as to the cost of making pig iron in this 
country, I do not think there is a doubt that pig iron can be 
made in the Birmingham district cheaper than it can be made 
anywhere else in the world. But the Birmingham district lies 
to the west. Our markets a.re protected by the domestic freight 
rate against foreign competition. We consume 75 per cent of 
our production of pig iron at home. 

The question of a tariff- on pig iron is not a matter, it seems 
to me, that would seriously embarrass the producer of pig iron 
in the Birmingham district, and I do not think it would be fair 
to try the case on the cost of production in the Birmingham 
district. 

The real point of competition for pig iron lies between the 
Allegheny Mountains on th~ west and the Atlantic seaboard on 
the east. Wherever foreign iron comes into this country and· 
tries to pass beyond that territory, the domestic freight rate 
is so heavy that in itself it acts as a prohibitive tariff. Judge 
Gary testified that at Pittsburg the United States Steel Cor
poration was making iron at $12 a ton with all the advantages 
that the United States Steel Company has in owning its own 
lines of transportation, its own mines, and its magnificent fur
naces, and that $12 a ton absolutely excluded all profit. But 
he testified that it was costing the independent producer about 
$2 a ton more to produce pig iron than it was the United States 
Steel Corporation, which would make the cost to the independ
ent producer about $14 a ton. I think that is about a fair 
estimate. I believe although the United States Steel Cor
poration is making iron at a less rate, that the independent 
furnaces located between the Atlantic seaboard and the Alle
gheny Mountains are making pig iron at about $14 a ton, and 
that the domestic freight rate from Pittsburg to New York is 
$2.50 a ton. 

Now, if you take the $11.42 for German iron and add $2.85 
freight rate on it, you-will see that the present reduction by the 
Ways and Means Committee of the duty on pig iron to $2.50 
per ton is near a revenue rate. I believe myself that that is 
about right. Pig iron, when it had $4 a ton on it, produced 
more revenue in proportion to the amount of the product than 
any other item in the iron and steel schedule. I believe that 
the present reduction to $2.50 has placed pig iron on a fair 
revenue basis, as far as I can estimate it; and if the gentlemen 
on the committee had pursued their reductions as successfully 
as they did on pig iron and iron pipe, which they put on about 
a r evenue basis, they would have done very well. 

Now, in the adjustment of these tariff schedules, of course 
the raw material ought to be the lowest in the amount of duty 
charged, the next degree of manufacture a little higher, and 
so on up to the finished product. In order that it can be a 
fairly revenue rate it must be adjusted very. carefully in refer-
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ence to e\ery detail. Tts adjustment ought to be made as care
fully us you would adjust the works of a handsome watch, but 
when I look at this iron and steel schedule and the changes 
that my colleagues ha\e made in presenting the bill to this 
-nou e it looks to me Yery much like it had been adjusted by a 
blinc1 man wH.h an ax. 

Tllere is no homogeneity to it, eit.her from a revenue stand
point or from a protecti\e standpoint. Let me call your atten
·tion to one item here where they made a reduction. That is, 
round iron and steel wire, not smaller than 13 wire gauge. 
Uncler the Dingley bill it was 1l cents, and under the Payne bill 
it is reduced to 1 cent a pound. .Ancl the gentlemen pride theru
seln:~s on thi reduction. Under the Dingley bill the amount of 
the .American production of that class of iron, as shown by t.hc 
c nsus report filed with ihe 1Ways and Kleans Committee, 
amounted to su1.s-:1.o,ooo. And the imports for 1905, comparing 
the same year that the census was ta.ken, amounted to only 
$400,000, -or a .Percenta"'e of imports, as compared to the .Ameri
can consumption, of five-sixths of 1 per cent. Less than 1 per 
cent was being imported of the production of this article, a pro
hibitive duty, raising little re1enue; and the gentlemen reduce 
it from li cents to 1 cent, or a reduction of one-fourth of a 
cent. 

The majority of the committee in their report say that
While duties should be protective, they should be adjusted o.s nearly 

n.s -posslble to represent the difference in cost of production at home 
and abroad. 

That is what they say; and yet th'Cy only reduce this duty 
on round iron and steel wire one-qmuter of a cent. 

Xow, I want to ca.11 attention to a piece of the testimony that 
was before the committee on this particular item. Judge Gary, 
when he returned his testimony to the Ways and Means Com
mittee, accompanied it with an afilda vit of a. Mr. J. A. Ferrell. 
l\Ir. Ferrell stated that he was one of the employees of the United 
State Steel Corporation; t.hat he had traveled all over Europe; 
that he was familiar with the cost of iron and steel at llome and 
abroad, and lle knew the freight rates at home and knew the 
freight rates abroad, and he had made up a table of how much 
it cost to produce at home and abroad. Ile said that pig iron 
abroad cost .75, and fixed the cost of pig iron at home at 

15.30 when Judge Gary fixed the actual cost, eliminating all 
profit~ at 12. So you can sec that .Mr. Ferrell in his testi
mony was gi"ving the doubt as to the low cost to the foreigner 
and the high cost to th American consumer all through his 
statement; and yet I find that in his statement he said this: 

That wire No 018 steel wire, 13 gauge, cost in the United States 
3:3.!>8 a ton', and the freight rate to the Atlantic seaboard, fixing the 

point of competition at New York, was $3.5 , making the cost, with 
the freight added, $37.5G a ton at New York. 

IIe said tlmt the cost of the product in Germany was $23.70, 
the freight rnt.e $'3.25 to New York, making the cost pric~ $2G.D3; 
the new duty would be $22.40; the old duty ~ould be m excess 
of tlmt by a quarter of a cent a pound, making the_ cost of the 
Gerrnnn proc1uct in the harbor of New York $4~.3;,. He e ti
ma tecl the English product the same~ way, and with: duty !lled 
bx- tlle Payne 1'ill added it would -be ul.10, thus making a differ
<';i c~ in fa·rnr of American wi;.'e in the harbor of .New York of 
.. 11.'iD as a~ninst the German Wll'e, and $13.54 as agams~ ihe Eng
li. ·11 wire. Tho committee say ~at they ~a\e cut this bill to a 
1,oint where they cqu~izc the difference m cost abroad and nt 
home an<l yet they still leave the duty high enough to make a 
differ~ce of 11.75 a ton in one case and $13.54: in the other. 

1 sny that in that instance the committee has not come any 
way ne!lr a. re1enue rn.tc. In the case of pig iron and iron pipe 
th v ha\e come to a revenue rate. There are many other 
in fonces in the iron ancl steel schedule where they still leave 
tlle rates prohibiti1e. In the case ?f steel ra_ns, ::tlth?ug~ lhey 
ha rn cut it llalf in two, I do not tll~k there lS anyfurng m the 
te£timony that justifies the conclusion that there will be any 
more steel rail imported under the new rate than under the old 
rate. . 

I want to call attention to the manner lil which another 
chuu~e is mnue in the iron and steel schedule. In arranging 
tllc rates of uuty all will admit that the lower grade of manu
factures should bear a less rate of duty than the higher. The 
committee in its wi. uom has seen fit to cut steel rails from 
seyen-twentieths of a cent a pound to seven-fortieths of a cent 
n pound; an<l yet when they come to billets, out of which steel 
rails are ma<le, and it co ts 3.22 to convert a billet into a steel 
rail, the lowest duty they put on billets is the same rate as 
they put on steel rails; and from the low grade they go on up, 
so that the ayerage rate of duty put on steel billets is a higher 
rate of duty than they put on steel rails. If seven-fortieths of 
a cent a pound is a fair rate for steel rails unquestionably it 
must b~ too high for steel billets. Can anyb~dy deny that? It 
is in this way tlley have written the iron schedule from be-

ginning to end. In some places they hase n fair rewnue rate 
and in other places they have taken the reYenuc out of the 
gon~rnment pocket nnd gi1en it to the manufacturer by putting 
something on the free list, and in other cases they have left 
the old prohibitive rates of the Dingley bill. 

The iron and steel schedule as presented to the House in the 
Payne bill, to properly balance it and make it a homogeneous 
whole, should be changed in its entirety. 

Now, there are one or two other matters to which I desire to 
call the attention of the committee, on other schedules, and 
then I will close. The lemon growers of California came before 
ihe comniittee and stated that they wanted the duty raised on 
lemons. The e:x:runination of those witnes cs disclosc<l the fact 
that they had an absolutely prohibiti1e duty at 1 cent a pound 
on lemons from California to the .Allegheny Mountains; that 
there wns not a foreign lemon could be sold in all that vast ter
ritory, because when the foreign lemon started westward t.he 
freight rates stopped. it at the .Allegheny Mountains, and it could 
not come any farther in competition with the California lemon. 
But they wanted a rate that would let the California lemon 
come to the city of New York and shut out the foreign lemon. 
They admitted that ihey had this prohibitive duty from the 
.Alleriheny ~fountains to the Pacific Ocean; 00,000,000 people 
consuming lemons, and they had a prohibiti1e market for 
'B0,000,000 of those people, but they wanted a prohibitive rate 
for the other 30,000,000. They wanted to make the man who 
lives in New York City or along ihc eastern seaboard buy the 
California lemon whether he wanted to or not, and make him 
pay an additional rate in order to do so. 

:N!r. R.Al\'DELL of Texas. I will nsk my colleague to state 
if he has in-vcstigated to what extent the competition in lemon 
growing has been removed by reason of the great calamity 
in the destruction of the lemon groves by earthquakes? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to my friend from Texas that 
I have not investigated that question. 

Jnr. RANDELL of Texas. That was done before thlg bill 
was introduced. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ha\e not investigated that question 
ancl can not fully answer it, but I have no doubt that this 
competition was destroyed to a large extent. But whether it 
has been so destroyed or not, I do say that the e California 
lemon growers are asking for and have obtained a tax rate in 
this bill that will destroy competition with them. 

It costs $13.20 to haul pig iron from Birmingham to San 
Francisco. It costs 7.00 to haul it from Liverpool. So these 
people in California think that Oongress would be justified in 
putting a tax of $6.70 on pig iron in addition to the present 
duty; that is, so thut .Alabama furnaces could cross the Great 
Divide with their pig metal and force the people of San Fran
cisco to buy from them and eliminate the etd\antage of the 
ocean freight rates that they enjoyed? 

I would not demand it, and I think they would rise in arms 
it anybody suggested it; but they come before the .American 
people and say they are entitled to exploit the entire .American 
market and make the .American citizen in New York pay an 
additional quarter of a cent a pound for lemons, in order that 
they may enjoy the b nefits of a prohibiti'\"e tariff throughout 
the United States, and the Ways and Means Committee have 
given it to them in this bill. 

That is the way this bill has been reduced in the interest 
ot the consumer, by putting prohibitive tariffs on what the peo
ple of the United States need in their e1eryday life. Why, tnke 
the woolen schedule. I will not consider it all. There is only 
one redtiction that has been made in that schedule; that is on 
tops ; otherwise the old Dingley rates stand. I want to call your 
attention to just one paragraph as a fair illustration of the 
wool schedule. That is paragraph 367 of the Dingley bill and 
375 of the Payne bill, both paragraphs being identical in their 
wording. Under this paragiaph the duty on that class of 
blankets nncl flannels varies from 22 cents a pound and 30 per 
cent ad 1alerom added to 33 cents a pound and 40 per cent ad 
valorem added. In other words, the ad \alorem rate runs all 
the way from 05 per cent to 130 per cent. 

Now, the amount of American imports of this article, as 
shown by the census of 1005, was $19,710, and the amount of 
the .Americaii production of those articles was $24,620,000. In 
other words, 1;4e imports coming into this country of flannels 
and blankets amount to only eight one-hundredths of 1 per cent. 
.At the same time these manufacturers of blankets are exporting 
into foreign countries, paying the freight and competing abroad, 
to the extent of 81,000. Now, here is an article of prime neces
sity in the life of the American people, a neces ity that in the 
cold climate of the North they are bound to have, warm flannels 
and warm blankets. With a protective tariff duty letied of 
from 95 to 130 per cent, with a prohibitive rate of duty under 
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the Dingley bill, producing no rm·enue to speak of, with an 
empty Treasury, no change is made, protected beyond the entire 
cosl: of production, no relief is given the American consumer 
and no re\enue to the Government. 

The more you study the paragr::iphs of this bill the more you 
come to the conclusion that the bill has been rewritten ancl re
vi ed in the interest of the manufacturers of the United States, 
not in the intere t of the Treasury, and not in the interest of 
the ·onsuming lllai:ises of the people. 

They ha-re placed raw material on the free list, thereby ta.k
in~ million of dollars out of the l!'ederal Trea ury to put in 
the rnnnufacturers' pockets. To make up the deficit that could 
he rnacle up by a fair re<luction of the present cluties to a rm·e
nue hasis, they put additional taxes on ~he American people by 
a duty levi •cl on coffee and tea. 

Mr. PAHSO ... ·s. Will the gentleman yield? 
Ur. U ... 'DERWOOD. I will yield to the gentleman from 

New York. 
Mr. P.ARSO. ·s. The gentleman said that he believed in a 

revenue tariff; would he put a tax on tea and coffee? 
Mr. U.rTDERWOOD. I would put a tax on tea and coffee if 

it was nece · ary to obtain rernnue to run the Government. 
But I ay to tlle gentleman that in levying a revenue tariff 
where you can levy it on structural material, such as iron, steel, 
lumber, and glass, the burden of your taxes falls more heavily 
on wealth than it does on poverty, because the poor man may 
buy a plow, but the rich man builds the skyscraper building, 
or huihls a railroad. 

Mr. P.AilSONS. The poor man has to travel on the railroads. 
Mr. u ... -nERWOOD. When you consider lumber and glass, it 

is the same way-the di tribution of the tax falls more hen vily 
on wealth. When you con ider clothing, there is still some dif
ference, as the poor man doe not buy as fine a suit of clothes 
as the rich man, and the burden of taxation is somewhat dis
tributed; but when you put the burden of taxation on articles 
of food, you bring it down absolutely to a per capita tax. The 
poor man drinks as much coffee as the rich one, and the plow
boy eats as much meat as the farmer. There is no distinction be
tween man and man; and when you put the tax on tea and 
coffee and meat you put a direct per capita tax on the 
ma:::.ses of the American people and make no effort whate-ve1· 
to distribute the burden of taxation so that it may fall more 
heavily on wealth than it will on poverty. [Applause.] There
fore I say that if I were writing a tariff bill I would endeavor 
to levy the tax so that it would fall on wealth as far as pos
sible and exempt poverty to the fullest extent I could. For that 
reason the last place I would levy a revenue tax would be on 
tea and coffee and the necessities of life. [Continued applause.] 

Mr. CRU~IPA.CKER. Mr. Chairman, the bill pending for 
con ideration is not a perfect measure. There never has been 
an absolutely perfect tariff law in this or any other counh·y. 
Bi:Ws of this character are peculiarly the result of compromises. 
I am sure there is not a ingle member of the committee that 
prepared the bill who would not make a number of changes in 
it if he could have his own way about it. After a laborious 
investigation·, running a period of over four months, the Ways 
and l\Ieans Committee agreed upon the measure which it has 
submitted to the Ilou~e for consideration, arnl I have no doubt 
it will receive the support of every Republican member of that 
committee. If every l\1ember of this body shoulil refuse to sup
port any mea ure that did not conform to his ideas in every 
particular there would be T"ery little legislation of general im
portance. Therefore, at the outset of my remarks, I ask each 
:Member of the House to carefully analyze the bill and deter
mine for himself whether it is a substantial improvement over 
the existing law; whether it has a substantial preponderance 
of merit, taken a a whole. If it has, I feel justified in asking 
its cordial support. In J:llY judgment it is a great improvement 
over the present law. 

TIIE NEED OF REVISIO~. 

The Dingley Act was the first measure I voted for after be
coming a 1\fember of this body. I believed then it was a very 
wise mea ure, both from the standpoint of revenue and protec
tion, and I still belie-re it was well adapted to the conditions 
that prevailed at that time. The Government required reYenue 
and the country needed protection, anil. both were given in 
abundance. But since the enactment of that law grea.t change!'\ 
have taken place in industrial and commercial conditions not 
only in this cotmtry but throughout the civilized world. The 
policy of revising the tariff and acljusting schedules to meet 
the changed conditions was approved by practically all the peo
ple of the United tates at the last general election. Among 
thl> {!hief commendatory f atures of this bill is that which 
puts certain crude raw materials used in the manufactures on 
the tree list and materially reduces the duties on others. This 

is an important step in the right direction and bespeaks a ho11e
ful and helpful rationalization of our tariff policy. It fore
shadows a broad industrial policy for this country, based upon 
sound economic grounds. The Republican party, of cour .. e, be
lieyes in the policy of protection to American industries, and it 
has no compunction in maintaining that Congress bas the con
stitutional right in levying impost duties to di ·criminnte with 
a view to industrial development. But the polic:y of protection 
should be a rational one, and it should be so directed as to bring 
about the greatest increase of opportunities for the em1)loy
ment of capital and labor. An indiscriminate imposition of 
duties upon all articles that are or rni~llt be produced in the 
United Stutes without regard to their effect upon the industrial 
uolicy of the country as a whole is not only unscientific, but is 
a positive menace to real progress. The object of protection is 
to stimulate domestic industries along natural lines where the 
resources of the country are capab1e of suvplying the entire 
domestic demand, thereby creating home competition and se
curing to the people the comfort and nece saries of life at stal>le 
and reasonable prices. Customs duties that are not levied in 
harmony with this principle are not logical protective duties. 
There may be exceptions to this rule, where it is important, eYen 
under great natural disadvantages, for the GoYernment to pro
tect industries and develop the production of articles that are 
necessary to the national defense in times of wnr. 

Duties imposed for the purpose of protection should tentl to 
adrnnce the welfare of the whole people. It is not the policy of 
protection to simply surround special interests with conditions 
under which they may make increased profits. Neither should 
it be the object of protection to simply increase the price of 
commodities. In all lines where we have as great natural ad
vantages as any other country we are justified in imposing a 
sufficient duty upon foreign commodities to encourage the estab
li hment and maintenance of home industries; but where, in any 
event, we would be required to produce under great natural dis
nd,antages as compared with other countries, the effect of the 
protectiYe policy would be to unnece sarily ancl inordinately in
crea ·e the price of the product, and the result would be a 110si
tive injury to the country as a whole. If in any particular line 
of industry our capacity to produce can not be reasonably de
-rcloped to such an extent as to supply the demanLls of onr 
people, that line of industry does not fall within the philosophy 
of protection. When a substantial portion of the needs of the 
country must be supplied by imported products the price of 
the domestic product is always that of the imvorted article plus 
the duty. There is no doubt as to who pays the duty under 
those conditions. 

COXSUll!EilS MUST DE PROTECTED AS WELL AS PilODUCERS. 

With the e preliminary obserYations outlining my view of the 
philosophy of prolection, the first question logically relates to 
the rates of duty that ought to be imposed upon imported 
articles for the fair and reasonable protection of Americun in
dustries. The national Republican platform of HlO declared 
that the tariff ought to be sufficient only to coyer the difference 
in cost of production in this country and in foreign countricfl. 
securing a reasonable profit to the producer. This is an ideal 
principle. It would give the .American prouncer })rnctical con
trol of the American market, and at the same time protect the 
people against unju t and inordinate prices a the result of com
binations to restrain trade and create monovoly. If tnriff 
schedules could be adjusted and maintained accurately upon 
the line embodied in the Republican platform, the moment do
mestic production in a given line went 11nder the control of a 
combination and prices were raised unduly omrnoclities could 
be profitably importell from foreign countrie , and. the effecl of 
the monopoly would be practically destroyc<l. Tlle difficulty i.· 
in making a practical application of that l)rinciple, because of 
the constant fluctuations in the co t of production llere and 
abroad. A tariff that might exactly coyer tile difference in co t 
this year might contain many inequalities antl incongruiti 
in a year from now. Therefore, the best that ongress can c.lo 
is to adopt chedules sufficiently large to cover the difference of 
cost under normal condition , au<l I b lie"e in making the dut ics 
liberal enough to cover all exigencie · that may be reaoonably 
foreseen. 

PROTECTION A~D TRUSTS. 

There ought to be no uunece. ary duti s. Protectirn untie. 
should not be unnecessarily lligb. When the Dingley law was 
enacted the people of the United States felt little or no concern 
about monopoly or the suppre. ion of competition on tlle vart of 
great indu trial combinations. The chief concern of the makers 
of that law was to fix protective dutieR high enough to take are 
of American industries under all condition!:', with the vi('w that 
in shutting out foreign competition healthy ompetition wonl<l 
be created at home. Since that tirne the problem of industrial 
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combination bas become a serious one in our affairs, and it is 
now as necessary to protect the people of this country against 
impoi;;ition l>y trusts and mono11olies at home as it is to protect 
legitimate industries from disastrous competition from abroacl. 
'l'his can only be effectiYely <lone by eliminating all unnecessary 
duties. This is the essence of the tariff doctrine contained in 
the Chica~o Dlatform. It means protection both ways-protec
tion to .American industries and protection to .American con
sumers, and both of these objects should be constantly kept in 
miud iu framing u new tariff law. Where an industry has made 
such tleYelovment tb.at it can produce commodities as cheaply as 
any other eountry in the world, it requires no protection and 
should lla Ye none. There is no difference of cost between pro
duction here and abroad, in that instance, upon which to IJase 
a protectirn duty under the doctrine of the Chicago platform. 
Tllis principle has been recognized by the Republican party in 
years past. A numlJer of rears ago there was a duty on copper 
ore and copper ingots. Our natural advantages along the line 
of co11per production exceeded those of any other country, and 
the industry, under the stimulus of the tariff, so developed. that 
copper could l>e produced more cheaply in the United States 
tllan anywllere eh;e in the world. Therefore, the Dingley law 
put copper ore and copper ingots entirely upon the free list. 
This is a concrete illustration of Republican interpretation of the 
protecti'rn policy. 

It is often charged that a protecti>e tariff creates trusts. 
Trust are combinations growing out of the passion of avarice, 
nnd tlley are created to stifle competition and increase profits. 
1. nder tb.is definition they are all bad and violate a wise public 
policy. When a tru t becomes good, it is no longer a trust. 
All combinations are not tru ts. Trusts exist in free-trade 
countries as well us in countries that maintnin protective tar
iff . The chief difference is that in a free-trade country there 
is no tariff l>ebind which a combination can find shelter in in
creai::in~ prices unjustly nnd imposing upon the people, while 
iu n prot0ctiou country, if the tariff is higher thnn is necessary 
to cover the difference in cost of production, comlJinations may 
degenerate into tr·u ts and raise prices clear to the top of the 
protection wnll with entire safety. This illustrates the impor
tance of keeping duties down to a reasonable protective basis. 

REL.1TIO~ OF rnOTECTIO=-- •.ro LAnon. 

The vital purpose of a protective tariff is to increase oppor
tunities for the employment of capital and labor in the dm·eJop
mrnt of the natural re~ources. The rate of wages and tl!e stand
ard of living in this country are higher than in any other conn
try in the ci\·iJize<l worhl, and it is, and always has been, the 
r>olicy of the I' vul>llcan party to maintain conditions under 
wllich tlle great army of intelligent and independent wage
earner::i will l>e al>le to maintain a high standard of living, such 
as will enalJle them to prodde well for tllemselves and their 
families, nnd, by industry and frugality, to lay by a fair com-
1ietence against the exigencies of age. This policy is necc sary 
to the vernrn.nent progress of our counh·y. Every honest, in
dustrious, frugal toiler in this land ought to be able to earn 
e11011gll money to establish and own a llome, rear a family with 
all of the adnmtages tllat .American ociety affords in the way 
of comforts, education, and culture, and provide for all the 
n•asonnllle requirements of life. The object of government is not 
merely to encourage the accumulation of wealth, but its prime 
purpo. e is to promot tile bnilding up of a strong, inte11igent, self
reliuut mnnbood urnl womanhood. [.Applause.] Wealth is per
llavs the gren tc. t factor in promoting tilat end, but it is not 
tl,e enu. It is only a means. The leaders, industrial and po
litical, for tlle next generation are being nurtured at this time, 
uot in the palaces of luxury, but in the virtuous homes of the 
mitltlle clns.· ·aud tlle wage-earner of the country, and it is of 
tlle gT •ate1>t imr>ortance tllnt the children in these homes shall 
be surroun<l<'tl with conditions that will give them an oppor
tunity to ruuke the higllest and the best development of the 
faculties with which they are endowed. The wages of labor, 
like all prices and values, tend to seek a common level. If 
there was no protection to .American labor, the level of wages 
in this _country wc:mld inevitably gravitate to the level of wages 
in foreign countries. A protective tariff operates like a dam 
in a riYer. TlJc water le•el abo>e the dam is kept at a higher 
~ tage tll:~n ~lle level below it, but take the dam away and the 
water will firnl a common level. Tbe level below the dam will 
not rise to tllat above, bu~ the l~vcl aborn will inevitably recede 
to that below. If the t::mff pollcy that has been maintained in 
tllis country for i::o ro.any year , and which has so greatly blessed 
and benefited Amencan labor, should be abolished the rate 
of wages a.ncl the standard of lJving in this country' would be
come the same as in European countries. I am unalterably op
posed to any policy that will tend t? reduce th~ high standard 
of wages and living that now prevail in the Umted States. 

RELATION OF MACHINERY TO COST OF rRODUCTION. 

But, notwithstanding the high scale of wages that is paid in 
this country, we can successfully compete with the entire civil
ized world in many lines of production. To l>egin wirh, we 
ham the greatest market of any country on earth. The 00,000,-
000 people in the United States ba•e a consuming ca1mcity 
equal to that of almost half the entire population of the globe. 
'£here is absolutely free and unfettered commercial intercourse 
among all this great population. It should l>e our policy wlier
ever we can reasonably do so, to provide for all the demnuds 
of our own people. In addition to supplying our own markets 
with the products of the factory and the farm, we should s ek: 
markets abroad a.long lines where our industries are capable 
of the greatest expansion. The natmal resources of the "Cnited 
States in many lines, if equaled, are not excelled l.Jy any couutry 
in the world; and where machinery is a large factor in produc
tion we are able to overcome the high price of labor an<.l J>ro
duce as cheaply as any foreign country. Conditions are such 
here that the capacity and efficiency of labor can be increased 
in a greater degree by machinery than in any foreign country. 
Wllere production is largely the result of handwork, the united 
States is at a serious disadvantage with its foreign competitors, 
and in those lines we can not hope to develop a large foreign 
sale for commodities, but must be content to produce chiefly for 
home consumption. 

But where machinery is the chief factor in production we can 
excel our competitors in many lines, because of the stupendous 
magnitude of our output. The consuming capacity of the 
United States is such as to justify-more than that, to require
the employment of the greatest amount of machinery possible. 
No other country in the civilized world has anything like as 
large an exclusive mnrket as tile .American producer has. Pro
duction here is carried on upon such an euormou scale with 
the use of powerful machinery that the high rate of wages is 
more than compensated for in the increaseu producti>e capac
ity that labor is given. At the town of Gary, in the State of 
Indiana, the United States Steel Corporation has recently com
pleted a rolling mill that is capable of turning out 40,000 tons 
of rails or structural steel a month. The operation of that 
mill requires only four men. Divided into shifts of eight hours 
each, it requires only 12 men to keep it running continuously. 
It is being operated. day and night, week in and week out, 
month in and month out, upon the same type of steel, and 
there is a ready market in this country for every pound of steel 
procluced at a good price. There is no such rolling mill in nny 
other country in the civilized world. The immediate labor cost 
of rolling steel at the Gary mill does not exceed 20 cents a ton. 
No forei~n country can e tablish and operate such a mill as 
that, because it does not have the market. A !J.000-ton order 
of steel rails or structural teel is a large order for an Engl i h 
rolling mill, and the change of model in rails and structural 
steel and tlle change of machinery from one order to another 
urings about loss of time at a serious cost; and while the wages 
paid laborers at the Gary mill are fully twice as high as they 
are in any other country, the labor co t of rolling in that mill 
is cheaper than in any mill in the world. There are a nurnbe1 
of steel and iron establishments in this country that manufac
ture on a large scale. Such institutions as those of Jones & 
Lau~hlin, the Cambria Steel Company, the Lackawanna Steel 
Company, and the Bethlehem Iron and teel Company are 
looked upon here as modest concerns, and yet there is no estab
lishment in Europe or in any other foreign country that pro
duces as large an output as any one of these, with the single 
exception of the Krupp establishment in Germany, which is 
devoting its attention now chiefly to the manufacture of armor 
plate and armament 

FREE RAW l\IATERIALS. 

Wherever we have at least equal natural ad>antages, and by 
the large use of machinery can pro<luce upon such a stupen
dous scale as the markets of the United States require, there 
is a Jfrospect of extending our sales alon~ ilio e lines into the 
neutral markets of the world, and it should be the policy of tlle 
Government to create such fundamental conditions as to pro
mote an increasing foreign trade. There are a number of lines 
of American production that are capable of large ex1xmsion, 
and I believe that raw materials for manufacture along such 
lines should be admitted into this country free of duty. The 
theory of the free raw material doctrine i that it 11romotes the 
greatest development of industries and gives the greatest oppor
tunities for the employment of capital and labor, and, there
fore, is of the hlghest benefit to the country as a whoh. Du
ties upon raw materials are a handicap upon the American 
manufacturer for the export trade. They operate to- protect 
his foreign competitor in the neutral markets by erionsly in
creasing his cost of production. When I speak of materials in 
this connection I have in mind such crude materials as iron ore, 
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copper ore, coal, coke, lumber, and hides, materials that re
quire relnth·ely a small amount of labor in their production. 
It is contended with great force and plausibility that the pro
ducer of raw material should be protected ns fully as the man
ufacturer of the fini bed commodity; that the finished product 
of one man ls often the raw material of another. This claim 
contrayenes a vital principle in the policy of protection, and 
that is that protective duties should not be imposed as n mat
ter of right for the special benefit of any class of citizens or 
any particular interests, but they can only be justified when 
they promote the welfare of the country as a whole. There is 
no Yested right in a protective duty, and it is never justified 
simply to advance a special interest. Wherever and whenever 
there C..'Ul be a larger deyelopment of industries by the policy of 
free raw materials than there could otherwise be, that policy 
should be unhesitatingly established. A duty upon a raw ma
terial that i largely the basis of manufactures might stimulate 
its 11roduction h re and give employment to hundreds of our 
citizens, and at the same time it might so handicap the manu
facturer of the completed product as to di able Wm from com
petition in open markets and thereby depri1e thousands of em
ployment who would otherwise have it. 

It is a most unwi e policy to impose 11 duty upon crude prod
ucts for the purpose of giving employment to hundreds of men 
when its imposition would deny employment to thousand . In 
my judgment, the rule in such situations should be to do that 
whlch will result in the greatest development and the highest 
opportunities for the employment o:r capital and labor. There 
is no great producing country in the world, except the United 
States, that does not gi'\"e its manufacturers the benefit of free 
raw material . That policy is sanctioned by the wisdom of 
experience. The ores, coal, coke, lumber, hide , and all of the 
crude things that enter largely into production are admitted 
free of duty in every country in the world excepting this. In 
iron and ~teel production we have a tariff on coal and coke and 
limestone and the ferro alloys that are used in their manufac
ture, and, notwithstanding these handicaps, our iron industries 
have made gratifying progress in the world's markets. Only 
la t week the imblic pre s noted the fact that Charles M. 
Schwab, that great genius of teel and iron production, who is 
now at the head of the Ilethlehem Steel Company, in open con
test upon quality and price took from all competitors the con
tract to construct two large modern battle hip for the Argen
tine Republic. lli propo al was . 20,000,000-about 3,000,000 
below thn.t of any other competitor. Let us no longer live in a 
fool' parudi e and impo e duties without discrimination. Do 
not hackle our indu trial Gulliver with numerous Lilllputian 
baml until he i helpless and hopeless a way from home, but 
trip him and give him n chance to make a place for him elf in 

th indu trial worl<l. 1 llow him to de>elop his capacity ancl 
multiply opportunitie for the American wage-earner to upply 
n greater share of the world's markets as well as to provide 
for our O'\\Jl. " Loo e him ancl let him go." 

This bill i a large move in the right direction. It puts a 
numher of crude raw material upon the undutla.ble Ii t and 
i·c<lnc the dutie npon others, and I predict, if it shall be en
a ·te<l into law, that in a number of lines of production America 
will dominate the neutral markets of the world. 

EFFECT OF DUTY O.N' llIDES UPON THll ll.t\...'Wll'ACT'GRES Oli' LE.A.TIIE!t. 

The experience of the United States in the manufacture of 
leather and 1 ather products is interesting and instructiYe. 
The 11resent Jaw impo a duty of 15 per cent upon cattle hide 
imported into thi country. )j.,or twenty-:fi'\"e years before the 
enactment of that law hides were altogether on the free list, 
and the Dingley bill, as it passed the House, provided that they 
shoul<.l. be aurnittcd without duty. The Senate put a 1G per 
c nt rate upon them, anu the amenument wa agreed to by the 
Hou ·e. While hides were free of duty fini hers and manufac
turer · of leather in thi country cstabli hed trade all over 
Europe and in many other countries, and American leather and 
mnnnfacturP of leather i:;ecured a reputation for excellence that 
'"a uot enjoy d by pr ducers in any other country. Prior to 
the duty on hides there were large import of raw hides from 

outll America ancl other countri . They were tanned and 
manufactur •<l into l ather anti leather product and sold abroad 
\cry largely. The effect of the duty has been to drive , outh 
American bide. from the United State to Franco nn<l Germany 
an<l other European countrie which ndmit them free of duty, 
nn<l to increa e opportunit.ie for employment of capital and 
lahor in tho, e countries at the ex:pen of our own. 

From the year 1!>02 to lDOG, both inclusive, the increase of 
import of cattle hide in Germany was 87,000,000 pouncls; in 
France 32,000,0 O pound , while the increase in this country 
was only 3,000,000 pounds. Germany increased her importa
tiono G2 per cent, France 32 per cent, and the United tates 

only 21 per cent. This was the effect of our 15 per cent duty 
on hides. It took away from American capital and labor the 
opportunity to manufacture a large share of the great \Olume 
of hides into leather and leather products, and who was bene
fited by it? 

Does the tariff on hides stimulate their production? Nobody 
claims that it does. Would there be any fewer cattle grown 
in this country if hides were free of duty? Nobody claims there 
would be. Docs the duty on hides increase the opportunity for 
t.he employment of capital? If so, where? I make the ns er
tion that the duty on hides hn.s not created a demand for a 
single dollar of additional capital. It has not created employ
ment for a single additional laborer, but it has incren ed the 
cost of shoes for the wage-earner and his family. The sole 
effect of the duty is to incr ase the price, and to dri1e from the 
country a large "Yolume of hides that would otherwii::e come 
here and be manufactured into leather and leather products by 
American capital and labor. The cattle growers' a sociation 
is insisting upon the maintenance of the duty on the ground 
that it makes cattle growing more profitable. It is claimed on 
the other hand that the cattle grower gets no benefit from the 
duty, but that it is entirely absorbed by the beef packers and 
the leather trust. For the purpose of my argument it is a 
matter of indifference where the increase in price goe , but it 
is likely, however, that it is distributed among the growers, 
the packers, and the leather producers. It is demonstrable that 
the direct effect of the duty is to deprive American capital and 
labor of the opportunity of manufacturing large quantities of 
hides that would be imported from South America and other 
countrie . Those opportunities ha.Ye been transferred to 
Europe. It was stated in the hearings before the Committee on 
Ways and Means that the exports of oak-tanned sole leather 
from the United States, which were large under free hide , 
have fallen off one-half since the imposition of the duty. 

DOES TilE DUTY ON JIIDDS BE.IEFIT TlllJ FAilMEil? 

The average farmer will deri'\"e more direct benefit in the 
decreased cost of boots, shoes, harnesses, and other leather 
products he is compelled to buy than he now deri'\"es from the 
tariff on cattle hides. It should be kept in min<l that calfskins 
are duty free under the Dingley law. The large cattle feeclers 
may receive some benefit from the tariff, but it i at the expense 
of the millions of consumers of leather products. The Amer
ican farmers have uniformly stood against the protection of 
special interests at the expense of the many. They favor a 
tariff policy that will build up indu tries and gi've employment 
to labor at good wages. The duty on hides merely increases 
the co t of one of the necessaries of life. It cloes not build 
up or encourage a single industry or furni h employment to n 
single laboring man. It has no foun<latlon in ju ·tice or public 
policy. 

The duty on hides i indefen ible from any standpoint. It 
not only docs no good, but it does a great amount of industrial 
harm. It is a penny-wi e and pound-foolish policy. It has driven 
from our country a large amount of work jn i.be manufacture of 
leather that would otherwise have come her . In a<l<lition to 
that, it has incr a d the co t of leather to our manufacturers 
of hoes, harness, and other prouucts, and has handicapped 
those manufacturers in the forei~n market . It r sult has been 
to protect the foreign producer of shoes and other leather manu
facturer against American competition. Notwithst.nnding this 
increa ed disadmntage, our foreign shoe trncle amount to up
ward of $10,000,000 a year. It has shown a ub tantial increase 
even under the hide tariff. Our total export trade in leather 
and manufactures of leather amounts to $45,000,000 a year. If 
our manufactur rs of leather were put upon an qual footing 
with their foreign competitor in r sp ct to material they could 
pay the high rnte of wages prernilin00 in the United States and 
excel all foreign competitors in the open market of the world. 
Instead of selling '10,000,000 worth of boots and hoe a.broad 
a year, with proper condition , tlley coul<l sell a hundred 
million . Instead of exporting leather and its products to the 
amount of $45,000,000 a year, Uley coul ca ily ex1i::md the 
trade to $200,000,000, and thereby greatly aclvanco the intere ts 
of nll our people. The manufacture of leatller an<.1. its products 
i on of the lines in which, with proper conclitions, we can 
dominate the market of t.be ciYilized \vorld. '.rhe stupendous 
>olume of production, the large use of machinery, and other 
adYantages enable the American manufacturer to pay Amer
ican wages and till make hi I>roduct at a chcn11er labor cost 
than his foreign competitor. Our m:mufacturer of leather now 
are being thr atcn d by the imposition of foreign tariffs. They 
ar fettered by duti , unnec apY and illop;ical, upon the rnw 
materjal at home. Their condition is tha l of one who enters a 
foot race with a ball and chain about hi ankl , in far ns the 
export trade is concerned. Give the indu try a chance to grow 
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and de>elop. Let it show to the worlcl what it can do if it i 

-uiiou an equal footing with other countries. It can overcome the 
difference in wnges, but it can not overcome that and other ob
• tacles like the duty on hides and all of the tanning extracts 

·and other materials affecting the cost of production. 
INDUSTRIES CAI'A.I:LE OF LARGE F.XPANSION. 

· This policy apvlie to a number of other lines of production, 
which, if r)lac ll upon an equal footing ,..,.ith foreign competitor 
with rc!'!pect to materials, could well afford to pay the high 
cale of ~\mcrican wage and still become important factors in 

tlle oven markets. This is true in some cla ses of iron ancl 
stt:.el, in machinery, agricultural implement , locomotives, rail
roau cars, furniture, common cotton fa!Jrics, copper and its 
products, and, perhaps, others. Is it not the policy of wi dom 
to so adjust tariff duties as to allow ·rne-se great industries to 
expancl and c011quer foreign markets? It is not nece ·sary to 
urrender our borne market to do this. ·we only need to allow 

cbcrtain crude materials that are the basis of manufacture to 
·enter our ports free of duty, and in re pect to articles tllut arc 
of general consuniption our home demand will require the 
largest po'"'sible use of machinery resulting in enormous pro
duction, with high wages, at a low labor co ·t. [Applause.] 

The principle is one for the general good. It involve the 
question as to which policy will l.Jring about the greate t indus
trial development in a given line of 11roduction. When that 
question is ttle<.1 tllerc is but one thing to do. It is demon
strated that our len.tller manufacturers, upon an equnl footin~ 
with foreigners in reRpcct to rnnterials, have tlle ability to in
>lHle the open markeL~ of the world. Is it not the part of wi. -
rlom to gh·e that ~reat indu ·try cYery opportunity to expand it~ 
foreign trade? Woulu it not be to the adYantage of tlle peovlr 
of the whole country for it to do so? WhercYer the Ol)POrtuui
ties for lal>or are incrensecl, the tendency is to higher wage,, 
and labor is >itally interested in the embodiment of a broad 
industrinl policy in our tariff ~aw . 

'Vllat is the ad>antngc of subsidizing merchant .'hips to pro
mote foreign trade anu at the same time maintaining a policy 
at llome that operates powerfully against it? The nation that 
can ofier tile be t bar~nins in the neutral markets of the world 
is tile nation that will establish and maintain .commercial su
premacy. What good would it do to carry American product. 
to neutral markets in American bottoms and be unable to sell 

_them when they are deli>cred except at a ~oss? 
now TO EXl'A..."'\D SOUTII Al!ERICA:N TRADE. 

we are anxious to promote trade witil South American coun
tri . and yet we have made small headway in tho e markets 
with our manufactures. The Unitetl States is the only great 
manufacturing country in the ·western Hemisphere. All the 
oilier countries, with their mar>clous :uatural resource , are en
gaged mainly in the procluctiou of rnw materials for m::mufac
turin"'. They end their materials abroad nn<l bring back the 
finish~d product. We buy coffee, wool, hides, anil chemicals 
from South America for our own consumption, but how much of 
tlle fini bed product do we return in exchange for the materials? 
Shi11s laclen with our necessaries come to us from South .Ameri
can vorts, carry product from tllis country to European couu
trics, and tnrn vort mcrchancli. e from Eurove to South America, 
lwnce the marine triru:Jgle tbnt is o consvicuous in the eommerc 
of the Atlantic. It is a natural tri:rnglo created by the inexo
rable laws of trade. A ubsidized line of American ships to 
South A.mericu will not affect it materially. "'e can not llOI)C 
to supply South America with food prodncts, for she prodnce 
tlleru a abuuunntly n \YC do. Our only hope is to invade her 
l>Orts with our rnauufae:tnre , and that we can only do succe~s
fully wllen we become aul~ to otier as good bargain in pri ·e 
and quality as any comvetitor can ofier. 'Ve ell farm imvle
mcnt and otller machinery there now, been n. e we c:,iu meet the 
conuitions. But outh Aruerica.n raw materials, in the main, go 
to the hives of industry . in Europe bccau c they can get better 
returns in finLh d product than 1.bey can from thi country. 

ontll American materials are welcomed in European ports, 
where they nre absolutely free of charge, while in this country 
they are lrnrucned with sub tantial tariffs. Is it not the part 
of wisdom to admit mnterials into our ports free of duty to be 
made into finished products in our factories ancl sohl back to 
tho c. cou~tri s? That is exactly what this bill propo ·es re
spectmg hide and orue other thing . That is the only way to 
de troy the mn~·ine triangle and conquer outh American mar
ket . This volley doc not mean the surrender of our home 
market; it means its complete protection and its unlimit d e~ -
pansion. It means the establi hment of more industries, the 
employment of more laborers earning high American wages to 
buy and consume the produ~ts of the American factory and 
farm. It means the expansion of foreign sales of American 
manufacturers. 

In his lni::t address to the -American people, on September 5, 
1!)01, President l\TcKinley 8aid: 

Our capacity to proilnce hns deYeloped so enormou ly nna our 
products have so multiplied that the problem of more markets re<]ulres 
our urgent and immedinte attention. Only a lwoud and cnliylztcne<L 
11olicy wm licep what 11 e haz:e. Ao other policy zrill get more. In 
these times of marvelons business nerj?y an<l gain we ougbt to be look
ing to tbe future, strengthening tbe weak places in our imlustrial and 
commercial :;ystems, that we may l.Je ready for any storm or 
strnln. • • • 

Whn t we produce beyond our domestic consumption must bave a 
vent abroad. The excess must be relleve<l through a foreign outlet, and 
we should . ell everywhere we can an<l buy wherever tile Lnying will eu
large our sales and productions and thereby make a greater demand for 
borne labor. [Applause.] 

Notwithstandin"' the handicaps upon American manufacturers 
for the export trade, tileir productiYe efficiency and natural ad
vantages-ha ,.e been . o great that our e-'l'.port of manufactures 
amount to nearly $'GOO,OOO,OOO a year, an increase of a!Jout 1'30 
ver cent since the Dingley law went into 011eration. With a wi e 
tariff policy the exports can till be greatly increased. A small 

lement of cost often determines wllo will make a Rale in an 
oven market. Profits in foreign markets where there is stiff 
competition ::ire small as a rule, and n relatiYely small item of 
increa ed cost in mauufacture may be sufficient to put an fn
dustry out of reckoning. 'Ye send ulJroau many raw materials 
nud bring back the finished product. Our rnw material find a 
free and welcome market in foreign countrie . On the other 
baud, most of the crude materilils imported for our lnrge indus
tries are burdened with snbstnntinl dutic at our ports. The 
imposition of uch duties is.jnsi:ifieu in behalf of .American labor 
in ·ome in tance . Any duty that a<lxance the intere t of the 
~\merican workingman, in my juugment, i ju tifiecl. I ha>e 
ulready expres ed my firm adherence to the policy that will 
maintain a high standard of wages and living as an essentinl 
factor in American socia 1 anU. economic life, but the imposition 
of duties upon crude raw materinl may.so diRab1c industries a 
to prei-ent them from tlrnt lar"'e nn<l hcnltlly cxpan ion they 
would 01.herwi e be cnpable of, und thereby limit and circum
i::cril>e the opportuuitie' lal>or would otherwise enjoy. j\1any 
blunders and. worse things bave b(·en made in the n11me of lal>or. 

The policy I am advocating is not free trade. It is not tariff 
for reYenue only, but it is vrotcction in its broadest and m.ost 
enlightened sen e. It i tbe kinu of protection tlln.t, while pre
sening the home market for tlle American manufacturer, will 
open foreign market ai:: well, uncl thereby multiply the 01wortu
nities for the employment of ca11ital and labor. The farmers nre 
Yitally intcre ted in increa ed markets for their productc, and a 
volity that would greatly increa c the exportation of mannfnc
tnred commouitie would re ult laq~ely to tlle benefit of the 
farmers, because it would corre pondingly increase the numl>er 
of la!Jorers earning good American wage who would buy nnd 
consume the products of the farm. It would be to the a<.han
tage of the farmer to upply the laborers with foo<l here rnther 
tllnn abroail. 1Jecause here he hns a monopoly of supplying them, 
while abroad he would meet competition from all countries. It 
"·onld be especially beneficial to farmer. rei::pecting tlle multi
plied millions of dollar 'worth of perishable food. products grown 
anmrnlly that.can not be exported adrnutngeou ly. I !Jelie,·e jn 
protectin~ the home market for the American producer '"here :µe 
can upply our own needs without in up rable naturnl disa(l
rnntag . , though he cnn not hope tq end products abrond. It 
i au e ntial part of the Ilcpul>Ilcan policy of protection to 
!Juilu up American indu tries that are capable of supp1yin~ the 
American market , therelJy e tahli~hin~ industrial communities 
a 11 oYer the country and cli>ersifying industries. Thi i jnsti
iia 1Jle even in lines wllere we haYe equnl nutnrnl ndnmtnges 
with foreign nations, but where labor i sns-h an element of c t 
a to put us at a di. ndrnntage. The prot ctirn policy ha a 
number of notable achieyemetit. to its er dit along ·tllnt line, 
nch as the ·manufacture of • ilk, tin plntc, wire nails, pe~1rl 

buttou , aud cottou nnd woolen fabric . Tllo 'e indu tries nre 
entitled to pr t ction as well as tho~e thnt are capable of lar~e 
e.·pansion in the export trade. This bill wi1I do mnch in the 
dir ction of providing free iron ore, fr e coal, aud free hide • 
nnll substantially reducing the tariff on lead, lumuer, and other 
things. 

An instance of the extent to which the protective policy has 
been di advantngeou ly ex.tendeu is respecting extracts for the 
tanning of leather. Year ago there wns a bountiful supply of 
oak, hemlock, and other timbers in thi country, o that our 
tanners obtained tanning e. tracts of the >ery best qu11lity nt 
low cost. The carcity of timber in recent year bas been such 
as to deprive th m of this source of supply, and they are now 
importing large quantitic of woods and extracts from tropical 
countries. The pre~ent law impo, e du ti on tanning extracts 
high enough to enable American xtract mnker . to import logs 
from South America and make the extract here. It requires 
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4 tons of wood to mnke 1 ton of extra.ct, nnd we ha \e a tu riff 
hi~h enou~h on the extract to enable American producers to 
pay the cost of handling and the fi:eight 15,000 miles on 4 
tons of logs to get 1 ton of extract. The tanning industry has 
to bear that burden. The payment of the cost of hanclling 
and freight for rn,ooo miles on 4 tons in order to get 1 ton 
to market seems to me a most unbusinesslike proposition. That 
i nn extreme case, :rn1l yet it illustrates the principle upon 
which some of our tariff arc laid upon raw materials. 

DIUWillCKS. 

The pending bill very materin.lJy liberalizes the drawback 
provision of the Dingley lnw. Under thnt law n. manufacturer 
who imports material thnt enters into his product may export 
that product nnd receive from the Government !)() per cent of 
the duty he paid upon the imported material; but it is neces
sary in order to receive the drawback to show that the identical 
material that was imported entered into the manufacture of the 
exported article. The ordinary manufacturer in this country 
produces with u view to selling in any mnrket. In order to 
obtain any advantage under the drawback provision of the pres
ent law it is neces~·ary to keep a sepnrate account of the im
ported material and segregate the commodities into which it 
goes. Very few of our mnnufacturers can afford to do that 
It is only the very large industries that can do so. The Stand
ard Oil Company, in making tin cans for the exportation of 
petroleum producL, lms a sufficient trade to justify an estab
lishment exclusively for thn.t trade, and it imports large quanti
ties of tin plate from Wales and obtains the full l>enefit of the 
drawback. The Interuatlonul Harvester Company, a combina
tion of a lar"'e number of concerns, imports material to u:c in 
the mnnufacture of farm implements, !Jut it has one or two 
establishments engaged in manufacturing for the foreign trade 
exclusively, and it bas no difliculty in curing the benefit of 
the drawback provision. The ordinary manufacturer, who pro
duces for the trade generally in a single e labli llm.ent, Fecures 
little or no benefit from it, because he cnn not tell when he 
makes a particular article to whom he will sell it. Tlrnt pro
vision is broadened in the pending bill so that a manufacturer 
who import material to use in a finished. product neetl not keep 
track of the identical material, but will r ceivc the drawback 
upon exported products containing material of the same quality 
an<l producth"e >nlue a that imported. It will greatly enable 
our manufacturer to tuke advantage of the drawback provi
sion. It brings it benefits within the reach of thousan<ls of 
producers who are not able to avail themsel>cs of it un<ler Ul 
pr ent law and will tend largely to incr a e export trac.1e. 

But the drawl.lack provision, liberalized ns it is in this bill, 
will of itself afford only partial relief. Many of the cruc.le ma
terials are not produced in sufficient qnantities in this country 
to satisfy tile requirements of our manufacturer , and wh n that 
is the case the price of the domestic material is increased to the 
price of the imported mnteriul with the duty added. Thi is 
the ca.sc with hides, raw wool, lca<l, and a number of other arti
cles. :Most of the Taluablc standing timber in this country is 
owned by large syndicates which are able, in a men. ure, to fix 
the price of stumpage. This condition in some degree accounLc:; 
for the largely increa ed price of lumber in recent years. The 
bulk of the acces ible.deposit of iron ore is owned or controllcc.l 
by a few l:ugc corporations, and many independent producers 
of iron nnd tcel are compelled to buy their ore from those 
corporations at constantly increasing prices. The duty upon 
the ferro alloy u ed in improving the quality of iron and steel 
in the process of manufacture is n substa.ntln.l clement in their 
cost. Duties upon such basic materials used in manufactures 
increase the c t of the finished product which can not be offset 
by the clrawbncl· pro>i ion, b au e it i impructicable to u. e 
all imported material in any line of production. The policy of 
taxing tho e materials tends to artificin.lize our industries anc.l 
fix domestic prices at an abnormally high standard. ThC'y arc 

tilted and unnatural and incapacitate our pro<lucers for succcs. -
ful competition with their foreign ri'rnl in open markets. Th 
tariff on the raw material is oft n doubled and even quadrupled in 
the co"t of the finished. product. The <luty on raw wool of the fir t 
clas ·, for instance, is 11 cents a pounu. It requires 4 pouncls of 
raw wool to make 1 pound of cloth. The duty of 11 cents on n. 
pound of raw wool amounts to a duty of 44 cents on a pound of 
woolen cloth, nnd to that mu t be added successi'vely duties to 
protect the pinner, the dyer, the "Weaver, an<l the fuller. 

The abolition of dutie on iron ore, coal, coke, hide , fl.ax, and 
llns ed oil, and the sub tantial rec.luction of the dutic on lum
ber, leather, leacl, and n number of 0U1cr thing. will tend to 
reduce the pric of those article and clecrC'a the co t of the 
fini hed product to the domestic consumer and to the export 
trade. 

IRO:N' AND STEEL. 

The most substantial re<luction made in any schedule of the 
bill is upon steel and iron in the metal sclleclulc. The duty on 
teel rnils is reduced from $7 to .;3.GO n short ton ; ou riig iron 

from $-1 to $2.GO a ton, an<l on otller cruue forms of steel ancl 
iron proportionately. Almo t every item pertaining to steel 
au<l iron and tllcir manufactures is substantially recluccd. Mr. 
Carnegie recommcnuecl the entire alJolition of the c.luties upon 
all ~tccl and iron products, but the committee clccmcu it not 
only unwise, but positively dangerous to make such a radical 
change. There is much, even in the inc.lu tries, in the spirit of 
self-reliance, and all of our steel and iron establishments lln>c 
lleen built up under the protective system, and they feel that 
protection is still necessary to tileir maintenuncc. If it should 
be granted that our industries can produce steel and iron prod
ucts as cheaply as they cnn be produced abroad, the entire 
abolition of all duties on those products, unc.lcr existing condi
tions, would likely precipitate an industrial panic. A. few of 
the large establishment , those that own the ore, coal, and other 
materials they use, and rail and water transportation lines in 
connection with them, might be able to get along without pro
tection. But there is a large number of other concerns engaged 
in the industry that nre not so fortunately situated, and they 
woulu be driven out of business under free trade. The e smaller 
concerns are the chief competitors of the large ones, and it 
would. be of doubtful wise.lorn, viewed from any standpoint, to 
legi late them out of existence. The reductions made on steel 
auu iron are substantial, but reasonable, anc.l arc as much DJ! 
can be safely made under existing conditions. 

"TARIFF FOR nEVE~'UE OXLY." 

The Democratic party is the champion of the policy of what 
it call "tariff for revenue only," a policy that seems to me to 
be a sham and a fraud. Protection is either right or it is 
wrong. If it is right, it shoul<l be adjusted with the view to 
intelligently developing American industries. Inclush·ial dis
crimination is the fundamental principle in the application of 
tlle policy of protection. Tariff for revenue only means, if it 
means anything, the imposition of random duties upon imported 
prouucts for the purpose of raising revenue, without any regarcl 
whatever to their effect upon home industries. It is more liable 
to paralyze industries than to foster them. It is a di astrous 
and indefensible policy from any standpoint it may be \iewed. 
Every ta.riff cstablislled since the foundation of the Govern
ment, even the Walker tariff of 184G, made ome di crimina
tion · in relation to domestic indush·ies. A tariff for revenue 
only nece sarily precludes any such discrimination. N'o nation 
jn tlle civilized world maintains a policy so stupid and un-
cicntific. It looks like a mere subterfuge to enable the opposi

tion party, tllat has always combated the policy of protection, 
to advocate even protective duties under the guise of tariff 
for revenue only. There is a Yery strong protection sentiment 
in the Democratic ection of the United State . Business men 
in all sections realize the necessity of n wise protective policy 
in the maintenance of prosperity; and if sufficient duties m·c 
impo ed to secure the American market to the American pro
ducer, it makes little difference under wl111t title they aro im-
11ose<l. They nre protective in spirit und purpose just the ~a.me. 
Ko party would dare levy duties for revenue without any kind 
of in<lustrial di criminntion. 

w·e cnn not afford to impose duties for reYcnne or for any 
other 1mrposc where it would hamper and prevent the proper 
development of our industries. I.et revenue be raised from 
duties imposed upon luxuries anu from duties properly imposcu 
for purpo cs of protection, and if tlle e ource of income arc 
not sufficient, duties shoul<l be levied upon noncompetitive ar
ticles. The tariff on sugar is a fnir illustration of an illo~icnl 
revenue duty. This country consumes about 3, 00,000 tons of 
sugar annually and pr due nenrly one-half tllat amount. The 
duty on refined uga.r is al>out 2 cents a poun<l. Thi duty in
crca s the cost of the imported product to its full amount and 
fixe the price of the dome tic product nt the price of the im
ported product r>lus tlle duty. The duty yields a revenue of 
about $55,000,000 a year, and it costs tlle consumer of this 
country, nt a con crvntive c timate, .,110,000,0 a year. The 
coni:;umers of sugar are required to pay .,2 on account of the 
tariff for every dollar that goe into the Federal 'l'rensnry. As 
a r Yenue-raising duty it i alto~ether too exp n in~. but it is 
ju tificd on the ground of protection. Beet nllll cane sugar 
proclnction has had great development under the DinglPy tariff. 
The beet- ugar prouuct last y ar wns nbout 4. 0,0 tons, anc.1 
the cnne- ugar product was near 4.00,000 ton . It is the hope 
of tl10se who favor the tariff on sugar that jn tllc course of a 
few :rears the sugar product of tlle Unit d tntcs will upply 
the ntire domestic demand. This is the chi f justification for 
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the tariff on sugar. Coffee is a much more logical ·subject for 
n pure revenue tnriff than ugnr. We import a-11 the coffee we 
consume, an<l a duty of 5~ ·cents a pound would yield an annual 
re,·enue of ·tii,000,000-tlle amount received ·from the sugar 
tariff. It would increase the cost of coffee to the amount of 
the duty, but every penny of increased cost would go into the 
Trca u'.ry, wilich . is not the case with sugar. Both are rrcces
saries that enter into general consumption by all classes of 
people. Happily, the duties provided in the bill and the i~heri

.tance tax will produce all the re>cnue required for the ordinary 
e.xpen es of the Go•ernment, and a duty on coffee is not neces
sary. Is the tariff for revenue only party in favor of the aboli
tion of the duty on sugar, or do they fa>or the duty under the 
tariff for reYenue only doctrine? 

MAXIl!Ull AND MIXIMUM DUTIES. 

The bill establishes a dual system of duties, with maximum 
:mil minimum rates. It is the policy of the bill to acconl the 
minimum rates to every country that gives the products of the 
United Sta.tes as great advantages ns are given the products of 
any other country. If any country should discrimii;ate, either 
directly or indirectly, against our products, the maximum rates 
will be enforced against the ·products of that country entering 
our ports. It is a wi e pro>ision, and its main virtue is in 
the retaliatory power it contains ·to compel foreign countries to 
accord . our exports the same treatment they give to those of 
other countries. Our foreign commercial and industrial policy 
ou~llt to l>e thnt of the open door. We only ask equal con
sideration at the hnnds of foreii:m countriei::, nncl that we sl.10uld 
insist upon. I have little respect for reciprocity in its narrow . 
sense-in the sen. e that it is a 8ystem of international dickers 
untlcr which one line of proclucts may secure special adnmtagcs 
in forei~ markets in consideration of a grant of special a.cl-

. ·rnntag s to a particular line of proclucts in return. It is 
illogical nncl un cicntific and sa'>ors of "graft," which it fre
quently is. The l>roncl reciprocity of treating all competitors 
and all producers e.·actly alike is the principle that this country 
ought to encourage as the permanent commercial policy of the 
clyilizccl worl<.l. 

Tlle United States has enjoyed an era of prosperity during the 
Jnst twelrn year beyond tlmt of any other country in the 
civilized world. Tllerc has l>een no such development in com
merce and industry in any period in the world's history. The 
Dill"'lcy tnritr net was a wise and judicious measure. As a 
rey~ue raiser nnd a prosperity producer its wi dom has been 
abundantly vindicated. But conditions have materially chan~ed 
since its enactment, and now the expansion of our inclnstrics 
into the fore!~ trade is one of the questions that demands 
serious consideration at the hands of the Go>ernment. I desire 
to emplrn~ize the paramount importance of creating couditious 
that will enable the great lines of industries in tile United. States 
that arc capable of unlimited expansion to arm and equip tilem
selves for further conquests of the neutral markets of the 
world. Let us put them upon the same basis with their foreign 
competitors, as far as we cnn do so by reasonable legislation. 
Under such a policy, with the great industrial and natural ad
Tantnges we already possC'ss, I can see no limit to our industrial 
achieYements. I vreclict for this bill, if it shall be enacted into 
law the sincere apprornl of all the people of the country who 
are' interested only in promoting the general wclfar~. Follow
in,.,. its enactment I confidently look for such a revival of in
d;strial acti·vity ns will foreshadow another era of pro~perity 
more splendid if possible than that which followed the enactment 
of the Din~Jey lnw in 18!)7. [Proloni;!ccl applause.] 

Mr. POU. Will the gentleman yield fo~· a question? 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. I hayc not the trme. 
Mr. n~TDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 

consent that the gentleman from Indiana have. leave to finish 
his adclresEZ, for we want to ask him ome questions. 

Mr. CRU:\Ir.ACKER. Mr. Chairman, I should be glad to 
answer questions, but I Imow that if we enter upon it it will 
continue for an hour or more. I hnve already OYerstepped the 
limit of one hour fixed by the rules, and I do not believe that 
I ought to occupy any more time, e>en in answering questions, 
and I therefore object. [Laughter.] 

Mr. S.HEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, the Payne tariff bill is n de
liberate betrayal of the American people. It is a fresh illustra
tion of the perfidy of ~e Repub licnn party. It is a new eviclence 
of the fuet that et!ective tarltI relief is impossible so long as the 
Ilepublic:m party retains control of the American Government. 
It is at once the clumsiest and most impudent measure in 
American political history. It is a characteristic Republican 
reply to the prayers of the people for justice in federal taxa
tiOJl· It is the crowning infamy of fifty years of Republican 

tariffs, signalizing the supremacy of monopoly, the corruption 
·of government, the degradation of the Republic. [Applause.] 

It is n fitting sequel to the Hepub1icau platform of mos, 
which declares in effect that tariff L'L cs must be kept so high 
as not only to equal the difference in cost of production at 
home and abroad, but to guarantee a profit t.o American in~ 
clu ·trie . The writer of that platform was-

A lecturer so sklllcd in policy 
That, no dif1paragcment to Satan's cunnin&:", 
He well ml.ght read a lesson to the de'"il 
And teach tho old corrupter new temptations. 

[Laughter.] 
The tariff declaration in the Ilepub1icnn platform gives the 

protected interests a deed to the Treasury of the United Stutes. 
'.rhe wiluest socialist could not hayc invented a more dangerous 
o.nd alluring fallacy. The Payne bill completes the deliYery 
of the Treasury to the trusts, nnd the American people, unable 
to resist the appeals und promises of Ucpublicnn leadership, 
a leadership buttressed with the oratory of BEVERIDGE and 
Hughes, the pervertc<l logic of ELIHU nooT, the fulminations 
of Hoosevelt, and the imposing proportions of l\Ir. Taft, having 
indorf'ed the atrocious transnction at tile vons, are now wit
nessing the violation of their confidence in tilis new license 
for unlimited !)illngc. Amusing, inuecu, '\\"ere the ponderous 
assurances of Mr. Taft that the Ilevublican party would rcyise 
the tariff downward. His volcanic predecessor realized th,e 
hopelessness of such a proposition and evaded it to the Inst. 
Is it possible thnt the complacent l\:Ir. Taft may succeed where 
the bifocal whirlwind that recently swept from Washin~tou 
to Oyster Bay failed utterly? [Laughter.] I say to you that 
there is more real power in one 5-ccnt cigar bet\vecn the iron 
lips of JosEPII G. CANNON", the stand-pnt lender, thnn in 
the big sticks of a whole regiment of Iloosevelts and Tufts. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

The Payne bill is from no possible viewpoint a sincere and 
equitable revision of the tariff. Its practical effect is to reenact 
or to increase the overwhelming majority of tile present exor
bitant rates. Of the more than 4,000 articles and. classes of 
nrticles in the present tariff Jaw, it mn.kes only a conditional 
reduction as to less than 400 ! Excepting about 75 outright 
increases, it leaves the remain Iler unchanged to serve as a 
minimum scale, adding 20 per cent or more for a maximum 
scale. It provides for the transfer of most of the articles of 
importance on the free list, including hides and iron ore and. 
coffee to the maximum scale, adding a chnrge of 20 per cent 
acl Yaiorem. It is so worded that on and after sL~ty days from 
the passage of the bill the maximum scale will become effective 
as to the majority of im11ortecl articles. It provides that on ancl 
after sixty dnys from its passnge the maximUlll rates shall be 
chnr~cd on imports from all countries which give any other 
country preferential trade treatment over the United States. 
Most of the countries from which our imports come have special 
trn.de treaties which they can not abrogate or modify in si.xty 
clays. In any event, it is doubtful whether any country would 
willingly yield to so insolent and unparalleled a demand and 
proceed to the immediate rearrangement of commercial relations, 
the result of yen.rs of diligent study ancl negotiation, merely to 
placate the United States. 

The Payne bill is a declaration of commorcial war witp. all 
the world. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It announces 
to the nations that regardless of what their particular trade 
situation may be, regardless of special arrangements that may 
ha>e arisen from immemorial usage and environment, the 
failure to give the United States every preference and advantage 
extended to other lane.ls will mean the a11plication to the com
modities they may desire to send to us of our maximum rates, 
the highest ta.riff charges in the world. . 

The conditions imposeu by the Payne bill on countries seeking 
the benefit of our minimum rates are impossible and mon trous. 
We have but to recall the fact that section 4 of the Dingley law 
provicled a reduction of 20 per cent on all the Dingley rates as 
a basis for reciprocal relations in order to appreciate the con
summate folly of the Payne proposal. 'Phe reciprocity of the 
Dingley law invol>ed an invitation to otller countriQs to enter 
into friendly negotiation for mutual concessions, concessions 
sug~ested by physical and political surroundings, by past rela
tions, by common ambitions, by ties of blood and interest and 
other conditions. The distorted reciprocity of the Payne bill 
is a threat of retaliation in adYance against all countries not so 
abjectly accepting our enormous minimum rates as to accord us 
absolutely equal treatment with nations that may give them fur 
lower charges and many greater trade advantages than the 
United States. Let us remember further that the rates of the 
Dinglcy bill, which served as maximum rates in reciprocity ar
rangements uncler section 4, are as to almost all the articles the 

J 
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minimum rates of the Payne bil1. Let us also call to mind the 
fact that the maintenance of the Dingley rates literally dro>e the 
great European countries to the formation of trade agreements 
among them elves and the erection of retaliatory tariff a"'ainst 
us. The Payne bill proclaims that unless these countries admit 
us at once to e>ery prinlege and e>ery favor accorded one an
other they will be ubj cted to a charge on all their exports to 
the Unit ll dates 20 11er cent higher than the offensive schedules 
of the Di'1gley law. uch a proposal give the lie to every pro
fes ion we ha>e ever made in the intere t of uni'rersal peace. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] It makes this country an 
international braggart, who. e threat and bluster fill the world 
with un.,peakable dif:gu t. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Furthermore, it is impo ible under the Payne bill to ascer
tain how long a given rate will apply to a particular article. 
Tho minimum rates find automatic application whenever a 
nation give u equal treatment with all others, but the moment 
this condition cea es the maximum rates become effective as to 
imports from that nation. If Germany admits us to equal ad
vantages with all other countries, the minimum rates of the 
Payne bill will apply to the one hundred ancl thirty-one mil
lion of imports from Germany. If France for any rea 'on 
decline to do so, the maximum rates will apply to 
the se>cnty-one millions of imports from France. No one 
could fore ee how oon these conditions might be rever d. 
Our tariff would o clllate with every alteration in the 
varying commercial relations of the world. Rumors of trade 
agreements in e•ery quarter of the globe would keep our 
markets in perpetual unrest. The tariff situation would be one 
of continuous uncertainty, and business would suffer constant 
disturbance. Great Ilritain, France, Germany, Austria-Hun
gary, Hus ia, Belgium, Holland, Sweden, Norway, Turkey, Spain, 
Portugal, witzerland, H.oumania, Servin, Canada, Greece, and 
other countries ba...-e preferential trade treaties now in force. 
By far the greater portion of our export and import trade is 
with the e countrie . It would defy human calculation to 
figure the effect of the Payne tariff bill on our trade with the e 
countries or on the re>enue nri ing from the >arious commodi
ties im·olved. onfu ion of the dir t nature and a univerf.:lal 
tariff war would mo t probably result. .AU'ain, the Payne bill 
provicles for the peedy dis olution of all our existing commer
cial treaties. The uclden termination of our trade treati s 
with Portugal, Italy, Germany, and France, under which we 
are reaping di tinct au.vantage , would entail the most eriou 
consequence. It would mean the applicl:\.tion of the new Ger
man maximum rate to our exports to G rmany, an increa. e 
which would work untold harm to American meats and bread
stuff . 

Germany is our second large t market abroad, taking evezy 
year nearly two hundrccl and fifty millions of the products of 
our factories and farm . The new German maximum rate on 
wh at is 1.7 p r 100 kilo , as again t '1.30 to nation with 
which ·he has tr aty relations; on corn, 4 cents per 100 kilos 
higher than the counh·ies urn.king treaties with her; on wh at 
flour, $1.94 higher; au age , 5 higher. The termination of the 
pre. eut arrangement with Germany would mean, moreov r, the 
application of our maximum rates to the one hundred and tbirty
on million of imports from that country. Let us no longer 
harbor the delu ion that Germany i dependent on the United 
State alone for foodstuff . anacln and .Argentina are en
tirely nble to sµpply her every want in this re, pect. Having 
gi\·en us e>ery po sible advantage under tlle xisting ngree
ment, an ngr ement by which we save millions through the 
prlvile~e of her minimum rates Germany would have very 
cau e for erious offen.,e and open ruptur in ca e the Puyuo 
bill, revoking the pre ent understandinO' and demanding every 
favor accorded every other nation under penalty of almo t pro
hibitory charges on German importf.:l, becomes a law. Agaln, 
tbe Payne bill a" ume that the commercial amity of any for
eign nation i equally de irable with that of e-r ry oth r. It 
offers the minimum rate ou the "ume term. to every nation in 
the world; to Norway, with which we have a trade of thr e 
million , and to Great Britain, with which we ha-re a trade ap
proaching eight hundrccl million ; to Persia, with which we 
ha>e a h·ade of le~ than 200,0 0, and to erruany, with which 
we ha>e a trade approximating thr e hundr d and s venty-five 
million ; to Greece, our trade with which falls below 1 ( 0,000, 
and to France, with which our trade approaches two hundred 
million . 

The enactment of the Payne bill would paralyze what little 
progress we have made in the ex.tension of our foreign trad -. 

,"With our tremendous natural resources and advantages we 
ought to occupy a foremo t place in the trade of the world. 
The most fundamental need of our growing country lie in the 
establishment of more amicable trade relations with other na
tions. In the shipping and the trade of the earth the position 

of our country is entirely unworthy of its destiny and power. 
We arc selling to .Africa le s than thirty millions of her hun
dred millions of annual import ; to South America, les than 
one hundred millions of the ix hundred millions she buy each 
yenr; to Asia, not much over one hundred millions of the eleven 
hundred millions of her annual purcha es. With two billions 
of minerals leaping annually from our mine , seven billions of 
commodities from our farm , fifteen billions of article from 
our factories, production is beginning to outrun dome tic con
sumption, and we mu t find markets abroad or suffocate be
neath our overflo,vinO' ent:>rg:ies. Aero s the pathway of the Na
tion's ad-vancement tnnd the leaders of the Republican party, 
the Paynes, the Dalzells, the Aldrichs, the Tufts [applause on 
the Democratic side], votaries of the outworn and barbarous 
doctrine of high protection, the doctrine that locks up the mar
ket of the world, the doctrine that the Federal Treasury must 
guarantee the profits of private industry, the doctrine that one 
man may permanenly flourish in another· went, another's 
means, another's blood; the doctrine that dries up the spring 
of progress in the indi>idual and in the State. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Thu a Republic that boasts of lenderE'lhlp in an thnt con
tributes to the advancement nnd happincs of humanity ha 
hidden its example and lowered its ideals bebind the highest 
tariff taxes in its own history and the world's as well. Thus n. 
Republic that preaches peace in>ites commercial war, the sure..,t 
source of mortal combat. 

It is humiliating beyond all language to obser-re that the 
_l\merican Republic, founded to contradict the tyrannies, tlle 
frenzies, and the fanaticisms of age. that are dead, is to-day 
the bigoted disciple of the darke t commercial fallacy of the 
pa t, the doctrine of oppre sive impo ts that drain the country's 
substance to involve at last the multitudes they starve, the few 
they gorge, in common ruin, the urvi\al of that anci nt mer
cantili m which for three centurie embroiled the European 

ontinent in trade rivalries, as. aults, r pri als, in cruel and 
exhausting conflicts.. [Applause on the D mocratic side.] 

Con iuering the bill in its domestic aspC'ct, we arc startled to 
note the failure to remove or to reduce the vrotection afforded 
the tandarcl 011 trust by the Dingley lnw. 1-'he countervniling 
paragraph on ·rmle petroleum and its product is retained 
without th liglltest change. The effect of this paragrttph i 
to shi ld the most m rcile~ monopoly of the time. For nearly 
twel> year. thi . monovoly ha flourished und r the wrngs of 
th Diugley tariff. It ha IJecorne one of the mo t tremenciou 
ag ncie of corruption the workl has ev r known. Thf. Payne 
bill leaves it firmly enthroned.. To-tlny it towers above Pr i
<l nts, Attorney -General, courts, ancl law'. As to the hnu
dr d of other tru ·ts thn t menace the p ople's mean and lib
erties, it should IJe Raid that the limited and illu~ory reductions 
of the Payne hill aff ct them in no material n .. Iu marked 
contrast to the favoriti Ill shown the h·u 't , to the failure to 
in('r ase the charges on alcoholic liquor , are the uew taxes on 
tea. and coff e, which fall directly on the ma 

It is true that coffee is technically on the free list. A coun
tenailing provi ion i aclded, however, by which a tax i levi d 
equaling any export harge exnctoo by countrie . en<ling us 
coffee. The connh·ie from which we obtain almoRt all our 
coffee levy >arious export charges on tlli colllmodity. Thc> 
pro>ince of Sao Paulo, in Brazil, which produc s half the worlc.l'l:l 

upply, bas an exvort charge of 3 or 4 cents per pound. Thu· 
the Payne bill not only taxes coffee, the beverage of the poor, 
but imposes a different rate for every country from which our 
coffee comes. Tothing could be fUl'thcr from th truth tbnn 
the popular notion that the Payne bill plac s coffe" on the free 
IL t. Equally erroneous i the popular impres ion as to coal an
other fundamental nece sity of the people. oal is nominnlly on 
the free Ii t, but the provi ion i adcled that it must come from 
a country levying no charg on coal exported from the rnited 
, ta tes. Canada, the only country from which oal could come 
iu any considerable quantity and at uch pric as to afford U1e 
Am rican people any real r lief, le>ie a tnx on our coal. 'l'l1e 
reduction on luml> r and timber is of doubtful >nlu . No on 
knows what prefer ntial treaties may be made by nnacla antl 
0U1er timber-e.:q)Orting counh·ies, or how soon such tr atiC'R 
might put in operation our maxim nm charges on the. e corumoc..li
tief.:l. The snme ob enation may be mad as to hide and iron 
ore. The automatic relation between th maximum rn te.· :mtl 
for ign h·ade treaties involving any di crimiuation wllatevc>r 
agnin t the Unitecl tates enables us to say with truth lhat 
there is not a incere and permanent reduction in th bill. [.Ap
plau e on the Democratic ide.] Especially deplorable i the 
fact that tbe lumber tariff i left in o nebulous a sha11 . 

ir, I favor any mea ure that makes it easier for an Ameriian 
to build an American home. [.Applause.] Not one-tbircl of the 
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families in the United States, under the heartless tariff of the 
Republican party, now own their homes. 

It is worse than mockery to call this bill a downward revi
sion. Its only downward feature is the fact that it enables 
the trusts to dig farther downward into the pockets of the 
..1mcrican people. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic 
side.] II:rdng admini tered this Government with an extrava
gance that paralyzes the human imagination, a reckles ness 
that has tlo-rnlo11cd a deficit of a hundred millions, having kept 
in operation tariff taxes that nurture the trusts and exploit 
the masses, the Republican party now faces a situation from 
which only the most want.on duplicity can preser.e it. It must 
pretend to rense the tariff and it must remain the sanctuary 
of monopoly. ':l1he result is the Payne tariff bill, double-faced 
and double-tongued, a lie from the first paragraph to the last. 
[Applause on the Democratic si<lc.] The Payne bill confirms 
the alrea<ly historic fact that the Republican party will ne-rer 
make a sincere and effecti-ve reduction of the tariff. Of all 
American political parties the Democratic party alone ha dis
played sufficient justice and sufficient coura~e to institute n 
proper correction of tariff e-ril . Perhaps its most notable 
performances in this respect were the succes ful and thorough-
going re-vi ions of the high tariffs of 1828 and 1842. . 

The toiling millions have little to hope from the Republlcan 
party. The cloctrine of hlgh protec1:1on m_ake~ the lab?ring man 
its especial victim, while proclaimmg him its especrnl bene~
ciarv. It bases its principal claim to the support of the Ameri
cnn ~people on the contention that its fundamental des.igu is to 
aid the .American la.borer. It asserts that because forc1~n labor 
i nominally or actually cheaper than American labor foreign 
articles are produced at a lower cost than American articles, 
and that in equalizing the difference in cost of production at 
home and abroad, it preserves a high-wage standard here. 
Never was there a more fallacious proposition. 

Labor is by no means the only element of production either in 
the United States or other ountries. Raw material, fuel, nnd 
other items are also to be considered.. The infinite resources 
of the United States, unparalleled in all the world and hardl~· 
in the genesis of their development, enable us to underproducl.' 
and undersell the globe. The superior efficiency of American 
labor and American machinery give the American capitalist in 
the last analysis greater returns on the outlay for labor thnn 
foreign capitali ts, even with lower wages, may ever secure. 

To say that the cost of production in foreign countries, who e 
resources have been subjected to the wear and waste of cen
turies is lower as to articles of like excellence than in the 
United State , the richest, fre he. t,. and mo t potential ection 
of the earth, is to state a sophistry surpassed only by the Re
publican theory of protection. Under the pretext of hiclding 
labor Republican protection has erected a range of prices en
~bling monopoly to ravage labor, to absorb its earnings, and to 
reduce its ranks to economic senitude. It is a gloomy prospect 
that greet the American laborer as he obsene the trend of 
contemporary events. He sees the higher courts re--ver ing de
c:i ions unfa-roraule to the trusts, affirming decisions unfavora
ble to labor. He sees the trust leaders controlling legislation, 
bi own leaders under sentence to jail for devotion to him. 
w·henever reduction iS proposed in any tariff schedule he hears 
the sheltered interests announce that the burden of the reduc
tion mu t be borne by labor. The pay of the toilers must suffer 
fir t, the returns of capital last. The envelope of the wage
earner mu t ever yield to the coupon of the capitalist. He hears 
the leaders of the steel trust declare that lower rates on the 
metal schedule will be immediately reflected in lower wages. 
Flourishing in splendor and in plenty, the nurslings of a sys
tem surrounclin"' them with more than imperial affiuence, for
getful of the me'ii whose naked arms have lifted them to luxury, 
their first and most dominant desire is to shift the burden of 
the lightest curtailment in the tariff from bond and dividend 
to wage. 

uch is the animus of soulless greed, the offspring of Repub
llca n 11rotcctlon. uch is the vaunted friendship of the jeweled 
darlings of protection for the American laborer. At Denver 
in 100 the laboring hosts found permanent refuge in the bo om 
of. the Democracy. They were rejected by the Republicans at 
Chicago to be welcomed with open hearts by the Democrats at 
Denver. [Applause on the Democratic side.] This welcome 
cxemplifie~ the e sential teaching of Democracy for the relief 
of oppres ion ever~where. I know that history sings of emper
or , senators, presidents; of commanders of eloquence, of in
dustr~, a~d of arms; of temples, monuments, and capitols; of 
via.rs, rntngues, crusades; of parliaments, congresses, and courts. 
It tells of rulers, not the ruled: of leaders, not the led. It tells 
of statesmen, not the masses who created them· of warriors not 
the nameless myriads who died to build an~ther's fame: It 
tells of pyra~ids, not the lowly millions who constructed th.em; 
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of palaces, not the weary hands that gnve them being. It tells 
of captains of mighty industry, not the faces at the loom; not 
the muscles at the anvil and the plow; not the fingers around 
the throttle and the brake; not the unlaureled heroe of the 
furuace, the sweatshop, and the rail. But the Democracy, 
throwing the mantle of equal rights about the scarred shoulders 
of toil, gives to-day a new task to history, .and biil. it say that 
labor, labor in mine, on cliff, in factory, and field, shall have its 
just place in the affairs of men. [Loud and continued applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

MESSAGE FRO~! THE SE~ATE. 

The committee informally rose; and l\Ir. BournLL having 
tnken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a. me age from the 
Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, announced that the 

en:ite had passe<l the following resolution, in which the con
currence of the House of Ilepre entative was reque ted: 

Senate concurrent resolution 2. 
Resolved by tllc en ate (tho House of Rcp1·csc11tatives co11c11rring), 

That the Commfs loners of ihc District of Columbia arc hereby granted 
the use of the llotunda of the Capitol on the occa ion of the removal 
of tho remains of l\laj. l'lerr Charles I/Enfant from the present rest
ing place, the Digges farm, in Prince George County, ~Id., to Arling
ton .Tationa.l Cemetery, wllere the remains will lle reinterred, such use 
of the Rotunda. to be for a part of one day, and to he on such day 
nnd under such supervision as may be approved by the l'resident of the 

enote and the Speaker of the llouse of Representatives. 

The message also announced that the Vice-President had ap
pointecl 1\Ir. SIMMONS and l\Ir. GALLINGER members of the joint 
. elect committee on the part of the Senate, a provided for in 
tl1e act of February 16, 1889, entitled ".An act to authorize and 
provide for the disposition of useless papers in the executiye 
departments," for the disposition of useless papers in the In
terior Department. 

THE TARIFF. 

The committee resumed its session. 
l\Ir. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I can not hope to compete with 

the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] in my eloquence of 
speech; but I do have an ambition to contribute as many facts 
to the committee, at least, as he has just uttered. It has always 
been the cry of Democracy that you should open the markets of 
the United States to the manufacturers of the world. They con
tend now that to in-vite commercial wur with other nations would 
be disastrous to American industries. That is contrary to the 
whole history of thi$ Nation as a great commercial people. 
A "ever in the history of this Nation has our standard been 
lowered beneath that of any competing nation. The provisions 
of this measure relative to the maximum and minimum tariff 
will give us a power to compel fair treatment from the com
mercial nations of the earth that we do not now possess. [Ap
plause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard much in the last few days con
cerning the rule under which we are to re-rise the tariff. It is 
always best when we state otu· case to also state the law which 
applies to that case. Gentlemen on the other ide insist that 
there is a provision in the Republican platform which declares 
in favor of revision downward. I have searched that instru
ment in vain for any such declaration. It is true that during 
the campaign utterances of that kind were made from the public 
platform and the stump, but if you will examine the document 
carefully, no such declaration is there made. I wish to read 
for the enlightenment of the committee or the gentlemen on th~ 
opposite side, the rule under which the Republican party has 
undertaken to revise the protective tariff: 

In all tarlif legislation the true principle of protection is best main
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the d11Ierence be
tween the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a ren
onablc profit to American industry. 

Ilowever, on many important schedules the duty should be 
lowered. 

l\Ir. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. COLE. I do not care to yield now. A little later I will 
be glad to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. JAMES. But this is something right along that line. 
Mr. COLE. Very well. 
Mr. JAMES. Has the Payne bill been constructed on that 

plank of the platform? 
Mr. COLE. I run going to discuss Schedule K of this measure 

and demonstrate to the satisfaction of this committee that. that 
provision in the Republican platform has been complied with 
in every detail. 

Mr. JAMES. Then I want to suggest to the gentleman that 
the inaugural address of Mr. Taft left off that "rea onable 

.profit to the American manufacturer" which appears in the 
Republican platform of 1908. 

Mr. COLE. Does the gentleman from Kentucky contend that 
.the _American manutacturer is not entitled to a profit? 
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l\Ir. JA.l\IES. He is entitled to such a profit as he may be 
able to obtain with fair competition under ordinary circum
stances and conditions. 

l\Ir. COLE. Aml he has that competition to-day among the 
woolen manufactur rs in the United States of America. 

l\Ir. JAME . Oh, the gentleman evades the question. 
l\Ir. COLE. I must decline to yield further, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JAMES. The gentleman evades the que tion. 
Tlle CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio has the floor 

and declines to yield further. 
lllr. COLE. Now, Mr. Chairman, I propose to apply this rule 

of revision to Schedule K. We Ii tened to an exhau tive treat
ment of Schedule K on yesterday, and it was denounced iu the 
most Yehcrncnt of language. I think that when proper tudy 
is gi'ren to the historical aspect of this schedule and applieu 
to the bill under con lderation, there is not a rate there that 
can not be defended on just and equitable grounds. The com
mittee, having in mind that provi ion of our platform, pro
vlc.le<l a chedule of 11 cents on wool in the o-rease, 22 cents on 
wa hcu wool, and 33 cents on coured wool. I desire to in
sert in the RECORD ction 362 a.nd 3G3, as it forms the whole 
foundation of Schedule K. 

ection 3G5 of the propo ed bill read as follows : 
'l'he duty upon all wools and hall' of the first class shall be 11 

ccn ts per pound, and upon all wools or hair of the second class 12 
cents per pound. 

ection 362 proYide : 
The dnty on wools or the first class which shall be Imported 

wa!:!!led shall be twice the amount of the duty to which they would 
be suujected If Imported unwashed, and the duty on wool of the first 
and second classes which shall be imported scoured shall be three 
times the duty to which they would be subjected if imported unwashed. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that provi ion ha been in the law from 
1 67 down to the pre cnt time, ave only during the Wilson law. 
There wa a tariff on wool from 1824 to 1 D4 ; for a period of 
sc-renty years uninterruptedly it has been on the protected list. 
A gentleman remarked this morning that Henry Clay was one 
of the first and mo t eloquent champions of free trade in raw 
material . I im·ite the gentleman's attention to the great 
men ure of 1824, 1 2 , and 1 42 in which Henry Clay wa 
rierhnp the grea te t and mo t effective apostle of protection. 
Ile will find that in each of those measure what they declare 
now to be rnw mrrterial was placecl upon the protected list by 
the work of llenry Clay. 

I know not what Mr. Clay may have statecl in some of hiA 
public ·pecches, but I do know what has been incorporated in 
the irnblic statutes as a re nlt of his services in the J?ederal 
Congrcs . The demand of Democracy of 1 94 was: Give us 
free raw materinl and we will capture the markets of the worlu. 
Instead tllc world captured our markets. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
we have in our law to-day what is known as a "compensatory 
duly'' on wool. It i a complicated schedule, which I desire to 
explain. First, I wi ·h to prove to the committee that the au 
valorem duty provided in this schedule is for the protection of 
the rnmrnfacturer. econd, I propose to demonstrate that the 
compensatory duty, the specific duty, is for the benefit of .the 
proclucer of wool. Keep in mind these two important clistmc
tion : The ad rn lorem duty prodded in Schedule K is for the 
benefit of the .American manufacturer; the specific compensatory 
duty is for the benefit of the American wool producer. N"ow. ~ir, 
how bas the American manufacturer been treated by this meas
ure? In 1u2 the n.Yerage ad vnlorem duty on the manufactures 
of wool was 43 per cent. In 1 DO, under the McKinley law, it 
wa 45 per cent. Under the Wi1 on bill it was over 40 ver cent; 
in the Dingley blll it wns about 43 per cent. So, the mea ore 
of protection accorded to the American manufacturer of wool 
to-d.n:v in compari on with the Wilson bill, is only u mar~in 
of 3 ·1;er cent. If the Democrats established the rates in the 
Wilson bill ns a revenue producer, we hn·re only raised those 
rates 3 per cent in order to protect the American manufacturer. 
So there certainly can ue no complaint that the protection of nn 
ad valorem character given to the American m:.mn:l"actnrer iu 
the Payne bill is excessiYe. One-half the woolen mauufactories 
in the country clo ed under the operation of the Wil ·on law. 
Three per cent above the closing-down mar"in is not au unfair 
measure of protection. I shall uow take up the consideration 
of the compensatory dnty. 

lHr. Chairman, I have an exhibit in here that I believe will 
demon. trate more clearly than any tatemcnt I could make in 
half an hour the reason for the specific comp nflatory duty. 

rn1xc1rLD OF TllE CO.\IPEXSATORY DUTY. 

What is the compeusatory duty? It i nn incrcn ing rate of 
duty ba ed upon ~hrinkage in the procc~. of refining. A. ien; 
tific schedule incr ascs in proportion to the lo e sustained in 
tlle differ nt staO'es of manufacture. It is based upon the fact 
that it takes 3 pounds of wool in the grease to produce 1 pound 

of scoured wool, and 2 pounds of wool in the grease to produce 
1 pound of washed wool. Unless a pound of courcd wool is 
given three time the protection of a pound of wool in the 
grea e, wool will be imported into this country 1n coureu con
dition, and just in proportion as the duty on scoured wool is 
below that figure will it reduce the duty or protection to the 
pound of wool in the grea e. 

First. This fact was e tabli heel by an indu trial commission 
which reported it finclings to the United States Congress nncl 
became the ba i of the law of 1 ~G7. 

Second. Twenty-one States cast of the :Mi i sippl and north 
of the Ohio River, including Iowa and Kentuch."Y, produced, in 
mo , 71,372,000 pounds of wool, which ha<l a shrinkage of 
4 .2 per cent. 

The 10 Southern States, in 1D08, produced 7, 40,000 pounds 
of wool, with a shrinkage of 40 per crnt. 

The remaining Western tates, in 1008, produced 190,916,000 
pounds, with a shrinkage of 66.4 per cent. 

Seventy per cent of the wool produced in the United States 
has a shrinkage of over G6 per cent. The average shrinkage 
of all wools produced in the United States i Gl per cent. 

The percentage of the world's production of wool, with a 
shrinkao-c of over 06 per cent, is greater than it is in the 
United States. 

Yesterday, when the distinguished champion of Democracy 
had the floor, I submitted to him this proposition: Is it not a 
fact that it takes 4 pounds of wool in the greai:;e to produce 1 
pound of cloth. He i::aiu, " To, ir; no such statement as that 
can bf' sustaine<l." My friends, we hnve---

1\Ir. R NDELL of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. COLE. I can not yield just now. 
1\Ir. Il.AJ\'DELL of T xas. I want cl to make a correction 

of the gentleman's statement. The taternent he made ye ·ter
day was that it took 4 pounds of wool to make a poun<l of cloth. 

l\fr. COLE. It takes 4 pounds of wool in tlle gr ase to pro
duce a pound of cloth; it take 3 pounds of wool in the grease 
to produce a pound of scoured wool; that i the statement I 
made. Now, Mr. hairman, I de ire to call the attention of 
the committee to the industrial report that wa filed in the 
year 1 GG. At the head of tlm t commission was one of the he t 
authorities on commercial affairs in thi country. Mr. Bigelow 
chairman of that commi ·sion, macl tlle r port upon which the 
cornpen atory duty has been fixed in the law. It was filed in 
the :year 1800. He provccl to the , ntl. faction of Congress the 
actual fact, that it takes 3 pounds of wool in the grease to pro
duce 1 pound of scoured "wool and 4 pounds of wool in the 
grease to produce 1 pound of cloth. ... ~ow, Mr. Chairman, if 
that is a fact, we can afford to base leg! lation upon it. W' 
ought not to base legislation upon nuytlling of such erious 
character as thls schedule, except ou facts. It i fact we mmt 
in this committee, not fiction and oratory. It is ni<l that tlle 
Speaker of this Hou e is ilictntorial. There is only one u
premc czar in the realm of legis1a.tion, and that czar is a fnct. 
I want to demonstrate this fact. Wilen I han~ uc •edeu in 
that the re t of thi. schedule is a mere matter of matllematlc '. 
You will find upon inve tigation that 70 per cent of the wool 
produced in the Unite<l States shrinks GG per cent wllen it i 
scourc<l. Seventy-five per cent of the world's wool ehrinks GG 
per cent in a. scoured condition. In other words, it takes 3 
pounds of raw wool to produce 1 potmd of scoured wool; 4 
pounds of raw wool to produce 1 pouncl of cloth. 

I wi h to insert in the RECORD, Mr. lmirman, a stnt<'ment 
that was made by Senator herrnan, of Ohio, in the United 
States Senate 1n the debates of 1 0, a follows: 

l\Ir. S~UMA~. Mr. President, I will sny a few words in regard to 
thl point, because thlR same question will arise In many other items 
in these schedules as they come up. 

It seems to me that the Senator from Kentucky overlooks the main 
facts In regard to the e duplicate, triplicate, and quadruple rates upon 
woolen goods. Ho !01·g ts-no; ho do<'s not for~et it, because he is 
pe1·!ectly familiar wi1.b tbe fact-that lt requires :.. pounds of 01·dlnary 
wool as taken from the sheep's back to mnkr u J>ound or what is callc<l 
" washed wool." lt takes o pounds of nmnube wool to make a poun<l 
of cloth. Tbat Is a fact. Ir the • ennto1· disputes lt, then we nt·c all 
ut sea; but that I believe Is a conceued fact. . 

At any rate it l proved by very witne s who came before the 
committee nnd I s!Jown by the impprtrrs and mauutncturcrs and all 
woolgrowers that it Is a general imple L'UI~ which may vary In dl'!:('ree 
accorcllng to thP charactet• or the . wool, t!Je finer wool being l»ttCI', 
that '..! pounds of unwaHhed wool are equivalent to 1 pouncl of washed 
wool; that :! pounds of unwaslwd wool nre equivalent to 1 ponnd or 
scoured wool. and that 4 pounds ot nnwash(\(l wool nre requl1· d to 
make 1 pouncl of cloth. 'l'hnt :-:et•m to l>e r:ith r ·trnnge. One would 
wonder how thlR '·u1,;te coul<l O<'C'Ut', but lt is HO a!i n matter or fact. 
'.rhe grease In the 1m NaAhe<l ' ool is r1·rnove<l partially whPn it is 
wash eel, still more when It Is Acoured. It not only takes oft all tlie 
dirt. uut all tbt> filler of the wool. "till In tbr next procc or manu
facture, when tho wool Is couvert cl Into cloth. there ls n wust.e, o 
that all partie have agt•eed to a ;::-eucrnl rule, th t it require 4 pounds 
of unwashed wool to make 1 pound of cloth. 
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That does not apply to all kinds of cloth. It only applies to the 

better wool. '.rhe general rule is that of good quality it requires 4 
pounds of wool to produce a pound of cloth, but it does not apply to 
nil, because ln certain articles they use other substitutes for wool to 
the extent that they use cotton in satinets and in some form of goods. 
I am not a merchant or a manufacturer or anything of the kind, and 
I may confound these matters, but in many classes of goods made 
partly of wool there is cotton and in many there are other articles. 
In all carp<>t wools there are gr~at varieties of substitutes. There
fore, the rule does not apply to those, but in all cloths of every kind 
whatever, It may be said that it requires 4 pounds of wool to make 
I pound of cloth. 

That ls the reason of this discrimination. In regard to these cheaper 
woolens that are provided for here at two and one-half times the 
rate, they are made mainly of cheap wools which bear a low rate of 
duty comparatively. The carpet wools are sometimes used more or 
less for this cla s of goods, and the Inferior wools are used for that 
purpose. Still the endeavor was to equalize the number of pounds of 
wool that are required for a pound of cloth. becanse now we are 
deallng with cloth or woolens, the manufactured articles. 

In 1 00 the snme facts thnt we ex11ect to make tlle baRis of 
the lnw of 1900 were .recognize<l nnd rnnd the lm is for the ~Ic
Kinley law. I think there will be no dispo ition npon the part 
of ~entlemen upon the tloor of tllis House to deuy the staterueut 
that was ma.de l>y Senator Sherman in 1 DO. 

Now, :Mr. Chairman, there are only two wny in which wc> can 
jud"'e and apply this rule laid down in the Republican platform. 
Fir"'t a certain the element of cost in the pro<lnction of nn 
article abroad, and then a certain the same elements here a.t 
home. Thnt process is al mo. t irnr>o~ ihk . 'l'lle e gentlemen 
who ha\e been upon this Committee on Ways and ~fenns hnve 
found that it is next to impossillle to get the necessary informa
tion from witnes. e to ascertain the exact cost of nn article 
produced in a foreign country. I haxe been endeavorin~ for 
the past six months to get some reports of a reliable cbnrncter 
from South America and Australia relative to the exact cost of 
the production of wool in those countrie . They are 011 their 
way from Honolulu to-day, but they are not here. Howe•er, 
they demon tra.te the fact that I ha•e already uttered. 

The other method that we ha.\e of judging of .the difference 
between the cost abroad and the cost at home is the comm~rcial 
history of that product. 

I wi l.l to call the attention of the committee for a Rhort 
time to the effect of the law of l?tJG upon the wool inc'lnstry 
of the United State . Before I enter upon tllat urovo ition I 
wish to make one statement in :Hhanc . Some geutlemeu 
upon the floor of this Ilouse, especially upon the oppo ite side, 
ha\e contended for an au valorem duty upon wool. We lla<l 
an ad \alorern duty u11on wool in 184(3 under the 1Yalker tariff 
law, an ad <\-alorem duty of 30 i1er cent, and during that teu 
year , in which there was nch amaziug progress, as 1.be gen
tleman from 1\li .ouri [1\lr. LARK] has ofttimes !'!ai<l on the 
floor of this Hou. , th re was only 1,000,000 increai::e in the 
number 9f. sheep, showing that nn ad Yalor m duty, the ·nme 
on wool a upon the fini. bed product, is not nfficieut to protect 
1.lle A.mericau manufacturer, farmer, nnll producer of wool. 

James G. Blaine is rl\J1onsihle for the statement that if tlli 
country had enforced a protectfre policy from 1 50 to 1. UO, the 
civil war could hnye been proRecuted upon a specie baRL. I 
de ire to in ert in the RECORD the report of the Trcn nry 
1 CG on the ad vnlo1· m princivle, wllich formed the basis 
the great law of 1 GG : 
llEPORT UPO~ TIIE RELATIOXS OF FOREIGX TRADE TO DO~IESTIC IXDUSTRY 

A.ND INTER- AL IlEVEXOE. 

[Ily Hon. Ilugh McCulloch, Secretary of the Treasury.] 

FEBRUARY, 18G6. 
Diversified industry is necessary to the pro perity of any nation. 

G1·eat mannfactorle more tban double the productive po\Yer of a 
country, adding to manual labor the vast results of machinery and of 
water and steam power. 

No nation except Great Britain, imports to the amount of 10 per 
cent of Its' consumption. The purcbnsin~ power of the people is 
mea nred by their productive power. It is proper, therefore, In the 
formulation of a tariff measure to consider its effect upon the question 
of diver Hied indust1·y. 

Our forel~ trade however its advantages or disadvantages apart, 
is now undergoing a chnn~e which ·will CCl"tainly make it a WOl' e foe 
to '!ur home industry than it bas ever been. This change hacl its 
or1gm In the std valor~m features of our recent tariff. The trade bas 
for mn~y Y<'nrs, tberefor , l>ecn taking a shape which bas now gro'l>n 
into fo1 mldahle. din~en Ions. The factories, \Vorkshops, and the work
men are now 1n J.,urope; the warehouses are in -ew York. Goo<ls 
lntend~d f?r the "·ar hom'le nre involc<'d at the factory co~t. are entered 
at om cu tom-hou at that price, the duties are larg-ely diminished. 
nnd the ev~l 0.f competition with cheap labor· Increased. The mischief 
of thus ha ll>0i.ing- a clai-;s of men whose business is to debauch or mis
lead unr .o?keis, to rob us of revenue :ind injure our domel'itiC Industry, 
Is . o appa1 e~~ that they bould have long ince found a remedy. 

The .. e fo1c1gn agents coopemte con tnntly for the evasion of our 
revenue law. They P0.Y inadequate tax s they r nder no militnry 
erviN', thC'.v pny V<'ry little rent, ~heir sympathies are all on the othe·r 
ide, and their l!u. ine; .S is t? nullify laws pertaining to om· comrn<'rce 

and. our indu. tnes. :rhe~·e is no r deeming henefiCto reconcile u 10 
then· p1:e. e.ncc and op_;iation .. If they realiz fo1·tnnes here t hefr 
money, mstead of goln,. to increase capital or aid enterprise here, is 
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carried to Europe to swell the volume of capital there, which is em
ployed in overwhelming our rising indust1·y. No country in the world 
is affilcted with such a multitude of commercial parasites. 

It Is not ouly-nece sary that the duties upon Imports should be so 
regulated us to prevent our ports of entry from heing flooded with 
goods not imported l>y our merchants, with their full knowledge of the 
wants of the country, but commodities sent hither by foreign m:mufac· 
tnrers and speculntors, with the tlouble purpose of realiz

0

ing a profit 
upon our financial position and of overwhelming our domestic Industry, 
that industry which suffers even when threatened, which we can not 
afford to put in peril, much less to ~ee overthrown, even for a yenr. 

'l'he experience we have hnd in this country of the bad working of 
the nppraisement system as organized under existing laws and as car
ried out in our· custom-houses should force upon us the adoption of the 
I•:uropean methods of specific duties. • To such nbu es can be prac-
1fced there ns now disgrace our custom-houses and c.lefraud our Publlc 
Treasury. There revenues are rai. ed upon specific duties, not mainly 
but almost altogether. Tl!e British tarlfT contnins 3, 2 specifics to 1:H 
ad valorem duties. Belgium, wbich is one of tbe riche t countries of 
Burope in proportion to its population, a count1·:v in which the various 
departments of civilized industry are best blended for their mutual ad
v11ncement, !ms 330 e:pecifics In her tariff to 66 ad valorem duties. Onr 
tnritI bas 2,4-:39 ad valorem duties and 47 specifics. The Belgian tariff 
pre>1e nts a feature well de. erving the attention of our legislators and 
statesmen. It has n special schedule by which linens coming- from 
France are charged with n specific duty until the quantity of 4,000,000 
pounds weight has been imported. Wh n the amount imported exc eds 
that quantity and does not exceed Ci,000,000 pounds weight, the duty 
is Increased upward of 50 per cent, and when the quantity exc eds 
G.000,000 pound. weight all imported within the rear is charged double 
tile rate of the first 4,000,000 pounds. The flax manufactures of Bel
gium are one of the most important of its industries, and this careful 
and paternal Government has taken this method of saving their markets 
from being overwhelmed wlt.h French linens to the injury of their work· 
mg classes. 

Xow, what was the effect of this law of 1 GG? In 1 G7 we 
proclnced lC0,000,000 pound of wool in the United tates. In 
18~5, after seventeen or eighteen year of the application of this 
Rpecific compensatory duty of 12! cents upon a pound of wool 
in the grease, we produce<l 30 ,0 0,000, a total increase in the 
period of eighteen years of 14 ",000,000 pound . 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of accuracy I desire to put 
in the RECORD a statement of the rate of duty under the law 
of 1 67 and the figures bowing the wonderful progress during 
that time: 

DUTY O:N' WOOL UNDER THE ACT OF llincn 2, 18G7. 
CLASS 1.-CLOTHI -o WOOLS. 

Value at place of exportation, excluding charges at such port. 
Thirty-two cents or less, 10 cents per pound and 11 per cent ad 

val01·em. 
Al.love 32 cents, 12 cents per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem. 

CLASS 2.-CO~IBIXG WOOLS. 

Value 32 cents or less, 10 cents per pound and 11 per cent ad 
valorem. 

Above 32 cents, 12 cents per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem. 

Production of ivool in the Unit.ed States fro11i 1861 to 1 8!i. 

Year. Pounds. 

160,ooo,oro 
168,000,000 
180,000,000 
l62. 000. 000 
lU0,000,000 
150,000,000 
l."i8,000,000 
J70,000,000 
181,000,000 
102,000,000 
200,000,000 
208,2.'.iO,OOO 
211, 000. 000 
232. 500. 000 ·-
240, 000, 000 
272,000,000 
290,000,000 
300' 000. 000 
308' ()()(). 000 

Increase. Decrease. 

----s:ooo:oo:>- ============== 12,000,000 -------·------
-------------- 18,000,000 
-------------- 2,000,000 
-------------- 10,000,000 

8,000,000 
12,000,000 
11,000,000 
11,000,000 
8,000,000 
8,250,000 
2,7.)(),000 

21,600,000 
7,1:00,000 

32,000,000 
18,000,000 
10,000,000 
8,000,000 

'l'otal increase, 148,000,000 pounds. 
Increase Jn number of slleep from 18G7 to 1885, l0,!)74, 57. 
Increase in the pr·oductlon of wool in ri:::-hteen y~:irs, OU per cent. 
If the same rate of increu . e had contlnuea untH 1 fl:>, we wonld have 

produced !:lUfilcient wool to have supplied the demand of the American 
market. Thrre was an increase of 2;; per cent in the number of sheep 
in tbe United States during the last four rears of the operation of the 
law of 1867. 

I uesire now to show the I-louse whnt occurrccl in the yenr 
1, S3 to this woolen schedule. Tl.le tariff wn reduced to 10 
f'ents a pound and tlle com11ensatory scheme continu <l. But in 
the c:enter of tllat uill there was n pro\ision in~erte<l kn°'Yn as 
tlle "basket clause." Tbnt clauRe eunbled the importer to bring 
brohm tops into the Vnited States for 10 cents n pound. I nm go
ing to show to the committee jn. t e.'actly what n broken top 1 . 
'I'llere i n uroken top [indicating] thnt came into the Pnitcd 
"'tatc from J 3 to 1 9 at a duty of 10 cent·. The duty on 
tlle raw wool was 10 cent . It take. -3-:.. pound of raw wool to 
iwo,lnce 1 pound of thec:e llrok('n to11s [ind i<'n-tin~]. The cl nty 011 

these broken tops should have IJ en at lea t 30 cents. But wlrnt 
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occun-ed? Tbe foreign m:mufacturers of wool went into the 
buaincss of manufacturing broken tops. 

In 1 3 there was about 1,300,000 pounds of broken tops im
ported. in the United States; in 18'"'!) there were 8,G00,000 pouncls 
of these broken tops shipped into the United States at 10 cents 
n pound, when it should have been at least 3Q cents. It took 
the pla.ce of or di placed :}0,000,000 pounds of the fine t Ohio 
wool. 

... Tow, gentlemen, I want you to remember that fact when we 
come to the conslcleration of the proposed schedule in the 
Payne bill. I wnnt to call your attention to one other item that 
I think is clnngerously close to the unprotected line. Now, in 
order for you to understand this question as I see it, I desire 
to give you an exhibit, a concrete illustration, of this sp cific 
compensatory cluty. There are 3 pounds of wool in the grease 
[exhil>iting], just ns it comes from the back of the sheep in 
the State of Ohio. There it is [exhibiting] in the form of 
coured wool. It is reduced to 1 pound, hn.-ving n shrinkage of 

66& per cent. 
Tow, suppose you only had to pay the same duty on 1hat 

scoured wool thnt you had on this wool in the grease [exhibit
ing]. '.rhe scoured wool would escape paying n duty of 22 cents 
a pound. So, in order to protect wool in the grease, you nre 
compelled to levy u duty on the scoured wool just in proportion 
to its slll'inka~e in the process of scouring. It takes three times 
as much of this wool in tlle grca e as it docs of this scoured 
wool to produce 33 cents of revenue, or it takes 31 pounds of 
this \VOOl to protlucc 1 pound of thi [exhibitiug tops]; so you 
mu~ t lla ve three n.ncl one-fourth tim the protection for this 
[exhibiting top ] in order to protect this [exhibiting wool], and 
that protection is for the benefit of the producer of wool anu 
not the manufacturer. It goes to the producer of wool, and 
unless you do ha.Ye this higher schedule of protection in the 
ratio of the a:\"crage shrinkage, you muy as well ha-ve no pro
tection for wool at all. That i the theory of the specific com
pensatory duty, and it bus remained in the laws of the United 
States from 18GG down to the present time. [Loud applnuse.] 

I\ow, l\Ir. Chairman, I desire to show to the committee the 
effect of the reduction of the tariff on wool in the grease 2 cents 
a pound in 1 3, and also of this clause, which laid on broken 
tops a duty of 10 cents a pound. 

In 1 5 we produced 30 ,000,000 pounds; in 1 !> we produced 
2GG,OOO,OOO pounds. In other words, under the pro'°i ions of the 
law which reduced the tariff below 11 cents the production ran 
down 43,000,000 pounds in a period of five yen.rs. My recollec
tion does not run back to the campaign of lSSS in the State of 
Ohio, but I am told by General I~rn and men who figured in 
the campaign flt tllat time tllat that loophole in the law of 1 . 3 
was the principal argument of that campaign, and the Repub
lican party carried the State in that year more upon that one 
item thnn upon any other consideration. 

~Ir. Chairman, I desire to ham printed in the RECORD the fol
lowing statement, which hows the declinc. tmder reduced dntics: 

FIIlST CLASS-CLOTIIL"G WOOLS. 

[Act of :March 3, 1883.] 

T'n.lue at Inst port or place whence exported, excluding char;;cs at 
such port: 

Cents. 
Not e:xceedlng ~O cents per pound-------------------------

1
1g 

Over 30 cents per pound--------------------------------
Double duty on washed wools. 

SECOXD CL.lSS-CO:IInr:~rn WOOLS. 

Value at last port whence exported: 
Ccnt<i. 

Not exceeding 30 cents per pound _____________ :_________ 10 
Over 30 cents per pound-------------------------------- 12 

Results of tl!c opcratio1i of tlle law of 1883. 

PRODCCTIOY OJi' WOOL. 
rounds. 18 5 _______________________________________________ 308,000,000 

188Q _____________________________________________ 302,000,000 
1887 _______________________________________________ 2 ~.000,000 

188 ----------------------------------------------- 200,000,000 1880 _______________________________________________ 265,000,000 

Total decrease------------------------------ 43, 000, 000 
Above figures indicate a decrease ot 17 per cent in fi're rears. 

Number 
of heep. 188j _______________________________________________ 50,360,000 

1 .o ________________________________________________ 4 ,a22,ooo 

1 81------------------------------------------------ 44,750,000 
1 8------------------------------~------------ 44,ri44,000 
188U----------------------------------------------- 42,500,000 

Totnl decrease--------------------------------- 7, 701,000 
Decrease of 16 per cent in five years. 

Under the law of 1883 the courts held that broken tops should be 
ndmltted as waste, upon which a duty of 10 cents per pound bad been 
levied. The following figures give the importations ot wool under that 
clause: 

Year. 

188L---------------_ -- -- . --- - ------ - - ----------- - -- ---- - - . 
] ' ;_ _________________________________ -- -~ -- ------------- -. 
] S(j ___________ ----------- ----------- -------------------

] ~7. - ----------- -------- ----- -------- ---- ----------------
] ' ------ ------- ------------------------------------------
} i!J. - -------------------------------------------------· 18'1J()_ ____________________________________________________ _ 

Pounds. 

1,310,003 
700,231 

3,050,214 
4,834,G:JG 
4,483,325 

,GG2,209 
4,980,327 

Value. 

$.'.i04,Gn4 
'1137,2.34 

1,036,860 
1,813,823 
1,710,154 
3,447,201 
2,052,078 

So the wool and sheep industry were shrinking rapidly in 
pro<luction when that sainted nnd beloyed apostle of protection, 
William l\kK.inley, appeared upon the scene and inserted in bis 
l>ill a provision for 11 cents a pound on wool of the first cla s 
and 12 cents on wool of the second class. 

1\ow to show the effect of the law of 1 !)0 upon the wool in
dustry of the Unile<l States. In the year 1800 we only produced 
27G,0()0,000 pounds of woo], and in 1 04 we produced 298,000,000 
vounds. In a period of four years we had increnscd our produc
tion !22,000,000 pounds. These figures indicate an increase of 12 
per cent during four years' operation of the McKinley law. 

[.Act ot October 1, 1 00-McKlnlcy law.] 
Cent.. 

Class 1-----------------------------------------Per pound__ 11 
Double on washed, treble on scoured wool. 

Class 2 ---------------------------------------------do____ 12 
Treble on scoured wool. 

rnODGCTIO~ Ii'IlOlt 1800 TO 180-1. 
Pounde. 1sno _______________________________________________ 276,ooo,ooo 

1~~1---------------------------------------------- 2 ~.000,000 1 !'>:! _____________________________________________ 2!)-i,000,000 
18fl3 _______________________________________________ 303,000,000 

1 04----------------------------------------------- 208,000,000 
Increase in 1804 over 1800, 22,000,000 pounds. 
'l'hcse figures indlcnto nn increase of 12 per cent unucr McKinley law. 

Number of sheep. 

~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ i~:~~i:~~: . 
Total-------------------------------------- 180,GOO,OOO 

Average per year, 45,172,uOO. 

Then we come to the Wilson Act of 18!>4. The Wilson Act, 
as you all remember, placed wool on the free list. As a result 
of tllat, we came into competition with the wool from South 
.America nn<l the wool from Austrn.lia. Wool can be produced 
in those countries -very much cheaper than it can in the United 
States, or in any other northern climate. The wool industry 
in Germany from 1 75 to 18!>::5 shrunk 45 per cent, because it 
hn.d no protection against the cheap wools from South .America 
nnd Australia. The wool industry in the United States can 
not smTive against the wool produced in the tropical and semi
tropical climates of South .America, L>ecause the cost of labor 
ancl the cost of feed in the United States is an clement wliich 
they do not ha-ve to contend with in those southern climates. 

What was the effect of the law of 18!>4? In 1805 we pro
duced 300,000,000 pounds of wool; in 18!>7, 2::JD,OOO,OOO pounds. 
So under the operation of the Wilson law, that law that was 
formed upon the theory o:t free raw material, there was a de
crease in those three years of G0,000,000 pounds. 

In 1805 the number of sheep in the URitcd States wns 
42,000,000; in 1 07, 3G,OOO,OOO. That is the story of the wool 
indush-y of the United States as it comes out from nn<ler the 
lack of protection of the Wilson bilJ. 

The following tables will show the great decline under that 
law and great increase in importation: 

Act of Auaust f1, 1894-Wilson bm. 
rounds. 

i88~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: ~~R:888:888 
1 07---------------------~------------------------ 2~0,000,000 

Dcorcaso in. productiorr, 50,000,000 pounds. 

Numb~r of sheep. 

1 Dj---------------------------------------------- 4~,~n4,000 1806 _____________________________________________ ~8.~fl8,000 

1801----------------------------------------------- BO, 18,000 

Totnl----------~---------------------------- 117,410, 000 
Average per year, 30,130,000. 
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Importations under the Wilson bilZ for the vear& 1895, 1896, and 1897. 

Year. Duty; Pounds. Class. 

189&------------------------------ Free________ 105,82l,OOO }wool In all forms. 
189(L _____________ ----- ----------- ___ do______ 117, 533 ,000 
1897-----•------------------------ ___ do_______ 176,165,000 Wool in the grease. 
1897------------------------------ ___ do______ "48,600,000 

Total-_-------------------- -------------
1895 __ ------------ --------- __ · __ -- . Free _______ _ 

448,ll9,000 

12,400,000 
10,608,000 
34,SW,OOO 
"1,466,00) 

First., 

Second. 
189()_ _________ -------- ___ ---- ----- ____ do _______ _ 
1897 ___ ----------- ---------------- ____ do _____ _ 
1897 _______ ----------- ------------ ___ do _______ _ 

TotaL--------------------- ------------- 59,371,000 

Do. 
Do. 
DO. 

1895------------------------------ Free______ 136,500,000 Thlrd. 
189(L __ ---- ---- ___ ---- ---- --- ---- _ ____ do________ 00,661,000 Do._ 
1891------------------------------ ____ (lo________ 4 3,04-0,000 Do. 
IBW------------------------------ ___ do_______ 107,834,000 Do. 

TotaL _ -------------------- ---------,----- 344,035,000 

a Scoured, 50 per cent added for shrinkage. 
Total pounds ot first-class wool imported for the above 

years--------------------------------------------
Total pounds ot second-class \vool imported tor the above 

years--------------------------------------------
Total pounds ot third-class wool imported for the above 

year$> - ------------------------------------------

448,119,000 

59,371,000 

344, 045, _000 

Total---------------------------------------- 851,535,000 

Average per year------------------------------ 283,845,000 
Now I am going to take. up the Dingley law, framed in 1897, 

with a tariff of 11 cents placed on raw wool of the first class 
and 12 cents on W(IOl of the second class, and your specific com
pensatory duties carried out to their logical conclusions. In 
1 98 we produced 2G6,000,000 pounds in the United States. 
'.fhis year we produced 311,000,000 pounds, an increase in pro
duction of 44.000,000 pounds during the operation of the Dingley 
Jaw. In 1898 there were 37,000,000 sheep in the United States. 
In 1!)08 there were 54,000,000, an increase of 17,000,000 in a 
period of eleven years under the operation of the Dingley law. 

Now I want to call the attention of the committee to an
other fact. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] de
clared yesterday upon the floor of this House that there was not 
a greater friend of the mule in America than he. I want him 
to understand that the mule, although the emblem of the Demo
cratic party, is no friend of theirs. [Laughter.] In 1898, at 
the beginning of the Dingley law, the mules in the United States 
were worth $92,000,000. This year they are worth $211,000,000. 
The mules of the United States, that should have remained 
steadfast in their party faith, violated every political obligation· 
and increased fourfold in value during a Republican adminis
tration. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. SIMS. I am asking for information only. The gentle
man bas spoken of the increase in sheep. Was that confined 
altogether to the wool-bearing sheep, or does that include the 
mutton yariety also? 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I have taken these figures from 
the United States Bureau of Statistics. I think that they in
clude simply the wool-producing sheep of the United States, but 
of that I am not certain. They may include also the mutton 
sheep. · 

Mr. SI.MS. I am told that in my own State on account of the 
high price of mutton the increase in the mutton sheep bas been 
greater than in the wool sheep. In other words, the profit has 
been greater in mutton than in wool. 

l\lr. COLE. On the contrary, the mutton-producing sheep of 
the United States have decreased wonderfully during the last 
ten years, while the wool-producing · sheep, u.s indicated by the 
wool output,_have increa ed at a very rapid rate. 

l\Ir. WEISSE. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a 
question? 

l\Ir. CO:LE. Yes. 
l\fr. WEISSE. According to the Statistical Abstract, 1904, in 

1000, a Republican prosperity year, the yalue of the average 
horse in the United States was $45, but in 1893 it was $62. 
Was that on account of the Dingley law that they sold for $17 
less in 1900 than they did in 1893? 

Ur. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I deny the statement; and what 
is more, if the gentleman will give me half an hour to get the 
correct statistics, I can prove it. The gentleman must under
stand that the value of horses from 1896 to 1908 has increased 
just like the value of the mules, fourfold. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

l\fr. WEISSE. -If the ~entleman will get those statistics 
and show me ~t horses were not worth $17 per head less i:n 

1900 than they were in 1893, according to the Census Depart
ment, I will be willing to give him a great deal more time to 
explain it. 

Mr. COLE. I am not asking the gentleman for time. Here 
are the statistics from tb.e annual report of the Department of 
Agriculture. Has the gentleman any objection to the authen
ticity of a report filed by that beloved old friend of the far
mers, James Wilson, of Iowa? If not, I will state the figures. 
The number of horses in the United States in 1900 was 
13,537,000. Their value was $603,000,000. '.rhe number of 
horses in the United States in 1908 was 19,992,000, and their 
value was $1,867,000,000. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

.Mr. WEISSE. If the gentleman will allow me, that will 
not give the average price of horses. I want the average price. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\!r. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I have not the time to compute 
it right now. I will insert in the RECORD the information de
sired by the gentleman: 
Value of horses 1893 (last year of McKinley law) _______________ $61 
Value of horses 1897 (last year of Wilson law) _____ :_ __________ 37 

~!~~: ~~ g~~~~: i~8~======================================== ~~ Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to ask the gentleman a 
question about what he said a while ago in reference to the in
ability to secure correct information as to the cost of production 
of sheep in this country and in South America and in Australia. 
The gentleman said it is absolutely impossible to secure that in
formation. Now, would the gentleman be willing to create a 
tariff commission for the purpose of ascertaining the correct 
information as to the cost of goods in this country an(I in other 
countries? 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I am willing that some bureau 
in the . Federal Government shall be set at this particular task 
of gathering information relative to the cost of production 
abroad; but if the gentleman had listened to some of these 
hearings before the committee, where the committee sh·ove in 
every way possible to extract from the witnesses and from the 
documentary evidence that they had the cost of production 
abroad and at home, he would at once realize the great difficulty 
that confronted that committee. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have already demonstrated that under 
this provision in the law of 1867 that has been retained to the 
present time there has been a great increase in the wool and 
sheep industry of the United States. Let me make this further 
statement: If the law of 1 67 had remained in full operation 
without any change until 1895, we would have been producing 
the entire consumption of the United States, which means about 
650,000,000 pounds annually. But on account of the modifica
tion of 1883 and the destruction of 1894 it will take now prob
ably a period of fifty years to recuperate the industry in the 
United States and place it on the footing where it can supply 
our demand. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to put in the RECORD the fo1lowing 
table, which tells the story of progress under the Dingley law. 

[Act ot July 27, 1897.-Dlngley law.] 
Duties. 

Cents~ 
Class 1. Unwashed ________________________________ per pound__ 11 

Washed wool, double duty; scoured, treble duty. 
Class 2. Washed or unwashed---------------------------do____ 12 

·scoured wool, treble duty. 
1808 ______________________________________________ _ 
1899 ______________________________________________ _ 

1900-----------------------------~-----------------1901 ______________________________________________ _ 

1902------------------------~---------------------
1903---------------------------~------------------1904 ______________________________________________ _ 

1905-----------------------------------------------1906 ______________________________________________ _ 
1907 ______________________________________________ _ 

1908---------------------------------------~-~---
Inerease in production, 44,300,000 pounds. 

Pounds. 
266, 700,000 
272, 000, 000 
288, 600, 000 
302,500,000 
316, 300, 000 
2 7,000,000 
291,700,000 
295, 400,000 
298,UOO,OOO 
298,000,000 
311,000,000 

Number of sheep. 
1898-----------------------------------------------
1899-----------------------------------------------1900 ______________________________________________ _ 

1901--------------------------------------~-------1902 ______________________________________________ _ 
1903 ______________________________________________ _ 

1904-----------------------------------------------1905 ______________________________________________ _ 
1906 ______________________________________________ _ 

1901-----------------------------------------------

37,600,000 
39,000,000 
41, 800,000 
59,700,000 
62,000, 000 
63,!)00,000 
51,600,000 
45,000,000 
50,000,000 
53,000,000 

TotaL--------------------------------------- a 504, 200, 000 1908 ____________________________________ .:. __________ 54,600,000 

Total---------------------------------------- 558,800,000 
Average per year, 50,800,000. 

• Increase, 17,000,000. 
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Now, gentlemen will say that the protection goes to the pro
ducer. I think I can demonstrate that the 11 cents protec
tion on the pound of grease wool goes to the American farmer
the American producer of wool. I want to quote to you the 
prices in London and the prices in the United States from 1891 up 
to the present time, bowing how the average difference in price 
was a little over 10 cents a pound, and showing that the 11 
cents on that pound of wool in the grease goes to the American 
producer. 

January, 1891, Port Phillip wool which corresponds to but is 
slightly more valuable than Ohio XX was quoted in the London 
market at 20 cents under the McKinley law and in New York 
at 34 cents, a difference of 14 cents in that year. The next 
year it was quoted in London at 19 cents and in the United 
States at 30 cents, which is a difference of 11 cents. In 1893 in 
Europe, 17 cents, in the United States, 24 cents. We had 
already begun to feel the effects of the Democratic victory of 
1892. 

Now, watch this remarkable effect on the price of wool. In 
the United States when the tariff of 1894 went into operation 
in 1895, Port Phillip was quoted in London at 17 cents, and 
Ohio XX in the United States at 17 cents-just exactly what 
't wa' in London where, two years before under the operation 
of the l\IcKinley law, with protection of 11 cents, it had been 30 
and 34: cents, showing that every penny that is levied upon wool 
m the grease goes to the American producer. 

Watch again. When the Dingley bill went into effect in 1902, 
Port Phillip was quoted in London at 30 cents and in the United 
States at 28 cents. In 1905 Port Phillip was quoted in Europe 
at 25 cents, and in the United States at 36 cents. I shall in
sert these :figures in the RECORD, showing that within a limit of 
prices of a cent and a cent and a half during the entire con
tinuation of the l\lcKinley law and the Dingley law the Ameri
can farmer and producer of wool has receired 10 and 11 cents 
more per pound than the European, South American, and Aus
tralian competitor- I also desire to insert a statement of Theo
dore Justice on this point: 

Prices of wool corresponding in qitality in Bnylana ana the United 
States f rom 1890 to :mos. 

Month and year. 

----------------..,----!---------

January, 1891------- __ ----- ---- --------------·---·
January, 1892----------------------------------·-- -· 
January, 1893---------- ----------------------------
January, 189!1_ ----- ---- _____________ ----·------ ---- · 
January, 1895--------------------- __ ------·--·-----· 
January, 189(L _ ---------------------------·------
J anuary, l8g] ------- -------------------------------
January, 1898 ______ ----------------------------- --- · 
January, 1899 ___ --- ------------·-----·----------
January, 1901_ -------- _ --------------·-----------· 
July ' 190-2- - -------- -------------------------------
July ' 191)3_ ----------------- ------- ·---------------- · 
April, 1004-- ---- _ ---- ·- __ ---------------------------
July' 100;; _________ -------- --------- ----------------· 
July' 190()_ __________ -· - ----- -----------------------. 
April, 1907 ___ ----------- ----------------------------
October, 1908- ---- ---------·--- ---------------------

Cents, 
20 
19 
18 
17 
17 
17 
19 
21 
21 
17 
20 
24 
23 
25 
25 
26 
2S 

Cents. 
34 
30 
30 
24 
17 
17 
19 
29 
28 
28 
'l:l 
34 
34 
S6 
34! 
35 
83 

Cents. 
14 
ll 
12 
7 

---------
--------
---------

8 
7 

11 
7 

10 
11 
11 

9 
9 

10 

Average price of Ohio tine washed wool under McKinley, Wilson, and 
DingZe11 laws. 

Cents. 
l\fcKlnley laW----------------------------------------------- 31 
Wilson law--------------------------------------------- 19 
Dingley laW------------------~--------------------- 30 

[Justice, Bateman & Co., circular, August 1, 1896.] 

THE EFFECTS OF FREE WOOL. 

In Table A is a schedule of twelve leading grades of American wool, 
with the prices in the markets of Philadelphia, Boston, and New York 
on August 1, 1892, during the second year of the McKinley law, when 
that law was in full and undisturbed operation. In the next column 
are the prices in the same markets at this date, the second year of the 
Wilson-Gorman law. In the third column is the number of cents per 
pound decline caused by the removal of the McKinley duties. The ave.r
age decline by the substitution of free trade for McKinley protection 
on wool has al ready been 42! per cent, and prices are still.falling. The 
average price of wool in London, for wool of the same kind and quality, 
from 1868 to 1894, was 51 per cent lower than in the protected markets 
of the United States during that time. This difference has now been 
overcome by the domestic decline and the foreign ad-va.nce. The re
moval of protection, which caused American prices to fall, stimulated 
the London wool market, and the latter has been advancing during the 
period that American markets have been declining. The London prices 
for foreign wool of the same kind and quality as the domestic are 
shown in Table B. If it was not the removal of the McKinley duties 
which caused this decline in American wools when the markets of the 
world were advancing, what was it'i 

TABLll A.-A.mericar• wooJ, Philadelphia. ana Boston price8. 

XX Ohlo washed---------------·-------------
Ohlo medium washed..-----------------------Ohlo coarse washed (1 blood) ___________ _ 
Ohlo fine unwashed. ___________________ _ 
Indiana and Missouri fine umvashed _____ _ 
Indiana and Missouri medium unwashed 

(1 blood)----------------------------------
Indiana and Missourl coarse (a blood) un-

"vashed--------------------------------
Oregon and Oolorado ftne, shrink 70 per 

cent----------------------------------
XX Ohlo scoured---------------------·---
Ohlo medium scoured------------------------Ohlo 1 blood scoured __ _____________________ _ 
Oregon and Oolorado fine scoured _________ _ 

Price Aug. Price Aug. 
1 1892 sec- 1• 1896• sec- Amount 
o~d ye~r of ond year of per pound 
McKinley Wilson- lower. 

law. '1!~~n 

Cent8. Gents. 
29 17 
33 19~ 
82~ 18! 
20~ 12 
19; 11 

2~ 14~ 

24~ 15 

17 8 
63 35 
55 33 
43 25 
57 30 

Gents. 
12 
13:\ 
14-
8~ 
8.i 

lOJ 

9J 

9 
3{) 
22 
18 
27 

Average American decline in two Years . 42! per cent. 

TABLE B.-Foreign wool, London prices. 

Price Price 
Aug. 1, 1892, Aug. 1, 1800, Higher. 
in London. in London. 

Port Phillip greasy (slmilar to :XX Ohlo)_ 
New Zealand and crossbred greasy (slln-ilar to Ohlo medium) _________________ _ 
English Shropshire hoggets (similar to Ohio 1 blood) _______________________ _ 
Capo grease (similar to territorial tine) __ _ 
Port Phillip scoured--.--------------------
New Zealand crossbred. scoured. ________ _ 
English Shropshire hogs _____________ _ 
Fine Qape scoured-----------------------

Pence. 
11 

9i 

101 
6 

22 
16 
131 
15 

Average London advance in two years, 9 per cent. 

Pence. Pence. 
11 

10 

10~ 1 
7 1 

22 ---------1n i~ 
14 5 
17~ 21 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think I have demonstrated three prop
ositions beyond a possible doubt. First, that the ad valorem 
duty levied for the protection of American woolen manufac
turers is not exorbitant, inasmuch as it is only 3 per cent higher 
than that levied by the Wilson bill. Second, I think I have 
demonstrated the value of the specific compensatory duty, and 
that that duty does not go to the American manufacturer, but 
does go to the American producer; and when they say that we 
are placing a protecti-0n of 110 to 120 per cent upon the Ameri
can manufactures, they falsify the record and convict them
selYes of ignorance of the operation of the specific compen
satory duty. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

l\Ir. IDTCHCOOK. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. COLE. I will yield to the gentleman. , 
Mr. IDTOHCOCK. I notice that the gentleman omitted the 

prices for 1906, 1907, and 1908. I suggest that the gentleman 
give those figures. 

Mr. COLR .Mr. Chairman, with .a relish that is excusable 
I give the figures. In 1905 Port Phillip was 25 cents and Ohio 
XX 34 cents. In 1906 Port Phillip was 25 cents and Ohio 
XX 34 cents. In 1907 Port Phillip was 26 cents and Ohio XX 
35 cents. l\lr. Chairman, there is a deviation of 1 cent in some 
of these years, but I think that should be explained on the 
ground that there was quite a general depression of prices in 
the United States during the last few years. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. What was it for 1908? 
l\fr. COLE. October, 1908; that is the latest report--
Mr. HITCHCOCK. Oh, no; there are several reports later 

than that. 
Mr. COLE (continuing). To which I have had access; and 

inasmuch as I have scattered this over a period of twenty 
years, the unvarying truth remains, and it occurs to me that 
you can accept as authority the month of October, 1908. That 
month Port Phillip was 23 cents, Ohio XX 33 cents, showing 
that you got your protection and the American producer gets 
it and not the American manufacturer. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. How does the gentleman account for the 
tremendous fall in the price of American wool, amounting to 
something like 10 cents a pound, while this protective tariff 
that has been the cause of all the prosperity to the wool
growers is still in force? 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I have given the gentleman the 
quotations of the markets of the United States from 1890 up 
until the present time. If the gentleman will look into those 
prices and s~udy the subject as he should, he will discover there 
is no such discrepancy. 
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l\Ir. RANDELL -0'f Texas. W1ll tl!.e gentleman yield! 
Mr. COLE. Yes. 
Mr. RA:NDELL of Texas. The .gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 

CRUYPACKER], in commenting on the amount of the re>enuetalrnn 
in on the sugar schedule, said that it was $65,000,000, but that 
1t cost about $110,000,000. I wanted to ask the gentleman his 
method of computation, but he would not answer a question. I 
would like to ask the gentleman from Ohio n.ow if he can ten us 
what the reyenue receiYed on this woolen schedule has cost the 
country? Give us the method of calculation. 

l\1r. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I have not computed wbat it cost 
the consumer. I .represent an agricultural district in the State 
of Ohio. I want those farmers out there to get that 11 cents 
eArt1.·a upon the-ir wool, and tha.t is what they have been getting 
during the last ten years. Now, let me tell you something fur
ther. The gentleman is in favor of a tariff for revenue only. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to speak now just a .minute on this sched
ule from the stanclpoint of the revenue producer. This schedule 
during the O!)el'1l.tion .of the Dingley 1aw has produced 

292,000,000 of revenue for the United States Treasury, one of 
the best in the entire bill. If the gentleman is in favor of even 
a tariff for re-venue only, it occurs to me that he ought to stand 
i>y Schedule K, and at the same time grant proper protection to 
the producer of wool in the United States. 

Ur. RAJ\"TIELL of Tex::i.s. It was with that view ·that I wished 
to know the rrentleman's idea of how much it -cost, because if it 
cost $50 to get one :i:n the Treasury, I ain not Jn fa.var of it. 

1\Ir. COLE. I haTe not entered into that computation. The 
gentleman is trying, .as fill apostles of free trade do, to discrim
:in.ate between the consumer .and the producers of the United 
States. 

Mr. RANDELL o:( Texas. But I am not a free trader. 
~Ir. COLE. Then, I make my humble apologies to the gen

tlermm from 'Texas, and we welcome him into our camp. 
:{Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not believe in taking money 
out of any man's pocket without his consent, except by due 
process of law. 

Mr. COLE. ~fr. Chu'irman, thls bill is going to become a 
law, I think, within the next six weeks; and when it does, it 
will redound to the undying credit of the Republican varty and 
the utter demoralization of the Democratic party, which has 
been constantly fighting it. 

l\1r4 RAl\T])ELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I must decline to yield fmther. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said, the gentleman is b·ying to distinguish 
between the consumer and the producer. My judgment is that 
the consuming pO\\'fil' of the Natio-n is dependent upon its p-fo
ducing power. A nation that does not produce, a man that does 
nQt produ"Ce, can not consume. There are b.etween seven and 
reight million workmen in the United States nnd perhn:ps eight 
or ten million farmers. There are :30,000,000 American people 
to-day engaged in what iB commonly known as "productive" 
enterprises. 

Of course the clerk working on a salary in tµe office and 
Congressm~ ·perhaps, are consumers, might be listed among 
the consumers, and not producers, but let me tell you that 
the salary that the clerk gets in the office is measured and 
deDendent lJl)On the wages the workingman gets in the factory. 
When the consumers, so-called, of the United States deny ~ 
proper reward to the producer, they themselTes will drag down 
their own interests. We all stand on a common level, and when 
-you deny to the producer a pro_per compensation you are going 
to regulate the scale of salaries fo.r the clerk and those -com
monly called " consumers" accordingly. I -think that doctrine 
that has been preach.ed in this country, that one class can stand 
:alone, is wrong. W-e must all st.and together or fall together, 
and the basis of our industrial structure. of our commercial and 
social life, is the wages paid '00 the American producer. If you 
destroy the producer you can not assist the consumer. 

Mr. GILLESPI.El. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COLE. Yes. 
Mr. GILLESPIE. I admire the zeal_, Mr. Chairman, with 

which the gentleman from Ohio stands by the sheep .grower of 
bis district and says i:hat he shall get that 11 cents a ;pound on 
wool by legislation. Dan the gentleman help me to see that 
my cotton growers get 5 cents a pound on their cotton by legis
lation'? 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, if I settle this wool schedule I 
think the gentleman from Texas ought to settle the cotton 
proposition. [Laughter.] He is here in the capacity of a Rep
resentative, rated among the great statesm~n of tlle Nation, 
and recognized as a man of great constructive skill, and why he 

-can not settle a inlnar -proposition l3Ueb -as that is beyond an 
com11rehension. fApplause and laughter.] 

Mr. GILLESPIE. Would the gentleman from Ohio join me 
in voting a bounty of 5 cents per pound to the cotton growers of 
T.exas if I were to ask it1 

.Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I have not studied the effect of 
that upon the icotton industry ·or <upon the general industries of 
the United States. When 1 have given to that subject the 
consideration I have given to the wo-ol and woolen schedules, 
I will be glad to give the gentleman the benefit of my views. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman from 'l'exas vote for a -5 
cents a pound bounty upon cotton? 

Mr. GILLESPIE. I am not the constructive genius the gen
tleman from Ohio is. He is sueh a -constructive genius as to 
be able to give the p-roducer of wool 11 cents a pound. Now, 
can he not be gen.erons enough to give the cotton growers of 
'Texas the benefit of that wonderful genius and by legislation 
put money into their pockets? 

l\fr. COLE. Mr_ Chairman, I certainly have no disposition 
to encroach upon the rights of the South. "0, heroic South, 
we rejoice in your renewed prosperity this day. We hail with 
rapture the dawn of thy nobler destiny. Mantled with free
dom's majesty, a pillar thou shalt stand immutable in the 
magnificent iemple of American constitutional liberty. Fight 
against you? No; never. Your interests are as sacred to me 
as the interests of the North .. " [Loud applause.] 

l\Ir. BILLESl?IE. I want to state to the gentleman from 
Ohio that I believe that the interests of the people of the South 
would be just as safe in his hands as if he were of the South 
if the interests of his own people did not lead him to overlook 
the interests of my people, but as an honest American citizen 
demanding fair play, how can the gentleman stand here and 
demand that the consumers of woolen fabrics of the South 
raising cotton-and I want to tell the gentleman from Ohio 
that there are no short days of labor for those people; I sprang 
:from them ; the .men, women, and children are in the fields from 
the dawn tmtil the dark-shall pay a tax of 100 per cent ·on 
the woolens they consume in order that his woolgrowers may 
receive 11 cents a pound more for their wool than "the market 
justifies? 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, much as I am charmed with the 
delicious English of the gentleman from Texas, I must decline 
to yield fmtheT. ·1 have one further proposition to which I 
wish to call attenti-0n, and I have but a very short ti.me. Under 
the present law we have placed a duty of 11 cents on this wool 
in the grease, 33 cents on the scoured wool. That is good so 
far, but there is a by-product of this process of manufacture 
that I feel is going very seriously to affect the wool industry 
of the United States, this loophole in the law of 1883. Now, let 
me explain. There is an article known as "tops" [exhibiting]. 
~hat is the very finest quality of wool. It is 24 karats fine. 
That item is admitted in the present schedule under a duty of 
39 cents, three times the amount of wool in the grease from 
which it is made, and 6 cents ·additional. Here is an item of 
wool called "broken tops," and this s1ubbin_g waste is just 
as valuable when you get it in that condition as tops. The duty 
on that slubbing waste ls 20 cents. There is a sample of tops 
made out of slubbing waste, and there is the regular article. 
[Exhibiting same.] No lD.an can distinguish them. Ttat comes 
in at 39 ·cents, and this comes in at 20, and with 1 ·cent additional 
you can put them in the same condition. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
that is the great objection that I have to Schedule K as it stands 
in the proposed bill at the present time. 

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Will the gentleman from 
Ohio permit me to inquire under what name what he ca.lls 
"broken tops" is dealt with in this schedule? 

:M:r. COLE. Slubbing waste. 
Mr. HUBBARD of West Vlrginia. Will the gentleman ten 

me also whether that article is mcluded in paragraph 368--in 
the same paragraph and at the same rate as the product or by
product designated as " ring waste?"" CaR the gentleman tell 
me whether "ring waste" is of the same nature as the article 
of which the gentleman 1ras been speaking? 

Mr. COLE.. It is -0f the same nature, but it has not quite the 
same value. It has to be "garnetted," in the language of the 
trade, before it gets into this condition, that of tops, and costs 
per.haps "3 or 4 een ts. 

Mr . .HUBBARD of West Virginia. Will the gentleman in
dulge me further until I read from n. Jetter received to-day from 
the president of the Tri-State W-001 Growers' Association, an 
association of woolgrowers in the States of Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia, and Ohio? 

He says: 
The part we fear most is the scoured wool admitted under paragraph 

368 as ring waste, at 20 cents. It should have been raised to 33 cents 
per pound instead of being reduced. This wool called " waste " is al-
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most ready to weave, being scoured clean and run on reels just before 
being made into yarn, and will be a competitor against which we can 
not compete in cost of land, labor, or any other of the many items 
making up our cost. 

Mr. COLE. There is only one safe method of levying a duty 
on wool, and that is in accordance with shrinkage in the process 
of refining. I desire to insert in the RECORD a statement of a 
prominent woolen manufacturer showing the amount of this 
shrinkage on 1,000 pounds of wool. This statement \.as made 
to the members of the Committee on Ways and Means, and re
ceived the sanction of every manufacturer who appeared be
fore the committee. 

Sht·inkages. 
rounds. 

'\Vool to wash-------------------------------------------- 1,000 
Wool loss in wash (65 per cent)--------------------------- 650 

Wool to cards------------------------------------- 350 
Wool loss in cards (1.35 per cent)-------------------------- 4~ 

3451 
Off comb waste------------------------------------------ la 

Wool to combs------------------------------------- 344 
Noils (17 per cent)-------------------------------------- 58~ 

Tops to yarn (83 per cent)-------------------------- 285~ 
'\Vaste----------------------------------------------- 141 
Loss------------------------------------------------ 141 

-- 28~ 

Amount of yarn------------------------------------ 257 
This statement demonstrates the necessity of the graduated 

scale. One thousand pounds of wool shrinks to 285! pounds 
when reduced to tops and 257 pounds when reduced to yarn. 
This fact has been recognized for forty years, and a great in
dustry is based upon it. 

The same principle applies with almost equal force in levying 
the duty upon the by-product of wool. If the duty on the by
product is fixed greatly below the rate which its corresponding 
commercial value would demand,· the main product is converted 
into by-product and admitted to this country in competition 
with our own wool at the reduced rate. I desire to insert in the 
RECORD a comparison of commercial value of all the by-products 
with scoured wool of the first class, showing the rate of duty 
demanded to prevent dangerous competition. 
Comparison of the commercial v alue of scottrea wool 'toith the by-prnd

ucts upon a basis of S3 cents duty on scoUt·ed, w ool ana fi:TJi,ng duty on 
by-products according ly. 

Kind . 
~mp~ . 

ative Dingley. Payne. Relative 
value. duty. 

---------------!---- ------------

Scoured wooL-------- -----------------
Top waste ______ ----------- -- ---- --------Roving waste ___________________ ------ __ _ 
Slabbing waste _______ --------------- ___ _ 
Ring waste_ -- _______ --------------------
Garnetted waste-------------------------
ShoddY--------------------- ---- ---- -----N oils . _____ .. ---------- _______ _: __________ _ 
Wool extract ___________________________ _ 
Yarn waste_.----- -- -- --- ---- ---- --- _ ---
ThreaCL---------------------------------
Woolen rags ______ ---- --- __ ------ --------
Mungo--------------------------------
Flocks __ ------------- -- -- ·--- -- -- -------- · 

Cents. 
100 33 
105 30 
100 30 
105 30 
100 30 
100 30 

90 25 
60 20 
60 20 
60 20 
60 20 
30 IO 
20 10 
20 10 

Cents. 
33 
25 
25 
20 
20 
20 
20 
18 
18 
18 
18 

6 
6 
6 

Cents. 
33 
Si 
33 
34 
33 
33 
25 
20 
20 
20 
20 
10 
6 
6 

Tops are admitted under the provisions of section 371, if made 
of first-class wool, at 39 cents; if made of second-class wool, at 
42 cents. Slubbing waste, under the provisions of section 368, 
is admitted under a duty of 20 cents per pound. It only costs 
1 cent to transform slubbing waste into tops. 

Mr. Chairman, my time has about expired. I do not care 
to encroach further upon the time of the committee or their 
patience; but I wish to say one thing in conclusion. 

Yesterday in the discussion of this measure the gentleman 
from l\fissouri [l\Ir. CLARK] took occasion to criticise in a very 
caustic manner one of the witnesses who appeared before the 
committee. I am not here in defense of that gentleman. If 
he did wrong, let it be published to the world; ·but what I do 
say is this : That we can not afford to build up a great schedule 
in this bill upon a prejudice. The wool industry of the United 
States is not circumscribed by one man. There are thousands 
of people engaged in this business. In fact, I might say that 
there are millions who depend for their livelihood and their 
coillfor t upon this grent industry. We can not afford to destroy 
an ind.nsh·y, or, at least, imperil millions of wealth and impov
erish thousands of people, in order to penalize some man who 
has not proven worthy of his trust. [Loud applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I crave indulgence of the House 
while I submit some very brief observations upon the pending 
measure, and what I lack, 1\Ir. Chairman, in a comprehensive 
knowledge of the details of the tariff bill I hope to make up by 
the candor and sincerity with which I express myself. I shall 
not trespass upon the time of the House by entering into a 
lengthy academic discussion of the tariff question. Suffice it 
to say that the collection of revenues for the maintenance of 
government by means of duties on imports is almost as 
ancient as government itself. It is an indirect tax upon the 
consumer; and while it is an unequal tax, in that it taxes the 
people in proportion to what they eat, drink, wear, and use 

· instead of what they own, yet the experience of men and 
governments has demonstrated that the people will submit to 
this form of taxation with less complaining than any other 
mode ever devised by the ingenuity of man. 

There are two theories in this country with regard to this 
form of indirect taxation. The Republican party insists upon 
using the taxing power of the Government for the purpose 
of protection. They look upon the tax as a blessing, because 
it protects the domestic manufacturer against foreign compe 
tition and enables him to get a higp.er price for his goods. 

The Democratic party holds to the opposite view. 'Ve re 
gard taxation in every form as a burden upon the people, and 
the greater the tax the greater the burden. We regard this 
particular form of taxation as especially burdensome to the 
people, because under Republican high-tariff exactions five dol
lars out of every six taken from the pockets of the people goes 
into the coffers of the protected manufacturers, while only one 
dollar out of . every six goes into the Federal Treasury for 
the support of the Government. Under the Republican doc 
trine the greater the tax the greater the blessing, while under 
the Democratic theory, the greater the tax the heavier the bur 
den to those who must pay and bear it. For myself, Mr. Chair 
man, I believe that every tax, no matter how you conceal and 
disguise it, is a burden to those who pay the tax. And I be
lieve, sir, that the exercise · of the taxing power of the Govern
ment at the expense of the whole people for the benefit of a 
part of the people is robbery under the form of law. It is an 
axiomatic truth that protection is absolutely worthless until 
it reaches the point where it increases the price to the consumer, 
that silent, absent man, who pays the burden with stolid indif 
ference, whose interests are uncared for by a lobby at the 
Capitol, and whose troubles, cares, and burdens seem to find 
no place in the solicitous philanthropy of Republican economy. 
Under the Republican theory that taxation is a blessing and 
not a burden a system of unparalleled extra vngance has grown 
up in the expenditures of this Go-,·ernment. 

Extravagance is the natural sequence of such a doctrine. 
What man among you can consistently demand an economic 
administration of the affairs of government if you believe that 
to tax is to bless the people? When you thus pervert and de 
bauch the whole theory of taxation, it follows as naturally 
and as surely as night follows day that the system of expendi 
fure will likewise become perverted and debauched. An eco 
nomic administration of the Government would be fatal to the 
whole scheme of protection, because it would destroy the ex 
cuse for levying the tax, and the tux must be levied in order to 
afford the protection. Under that fallacious doctrine of the 
Republ_ican party, abominable alike to common sense and 
economic wisdom, the expenditures of this Government have 
grown until they exceed the expenditures of every other gov
ernment in the world. From simplicity and economy in the 
administration of the Government we have assumed that de
gree of complexity and extravagance which savors mo.re of 
monarchy than democracy, and leaves us in those respects a 
Republic in little else than name. The appropriations for the 
last fiscal year were more than a billion dollars, with every 
selfish interest in the Government knocking clamorously at the 
door of the Treasury. Of this stupendous sum more than 50 
per cent was expended on account of wars of the past or prepa
rations for wars in the future, while less than 1 per cent was 
spent in the encouragement of the great agricultural interests 
of this country. You are taking daily toll from those who toil 
in field and factory, in mill and mine, in order that you 
may build up a great army and navy. 

.Mr. Chairman, the pending measure is just what the people 
of the United States had a right to expect at the hands of the 
Republican party. Their platform declared that the-

True principle of protection is best maintained by the imposition of 
such duties as will equal the d.ift'erence between the cost of production 
at home and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to American 
industries. 

The distinguished author of the pending bill [Mr. P .A.YNE] is 
not satisfied with having the Government guarantee profits to 
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American industries. He goes the platform one better and says 
that-

Our minimum tarifl" is a protective tarllr built on the lines of our party 
platform, and sometimes a little more than the party platform, because 
it is impossible to hold the scales evenly, even with al the information 
ava ilable to your committee on all these schedules. . 

Mr. Chairman, if the E nglish language is comprehensible to 
the average mind, the Republican party stands committed to a 
tariff tax which will amount to practical prohibition of imports 
where such imports would come int o competition with any 
.American manufacturer who is fortunate enough to find cover 
beneath the sheltering wings of the Republican party. Under 
the terms of this platform declaration two things must happen 
before the consumer can purchase in a competitive market: 
First, a tariff tax must be levied against articles produced or 
manufactured abroad sufficiently high to equalize the difference 
in the cost of production or manufacture at home and abroad. 
Second, after taxing the imported goods high enough to thus 
equalize that difference and start the articles of merchandise 
out in an equal race for the markets of the world, an addi
tional tax must be levied against the imported article sufficient 
to guarantee to the domestic producer a reasonable profit. So 
that, Mr. Chairman, while the imported article is being sold in 
the market at a price that equals the cost of production, the 
domestic article yields its vendor a reasonable profit. Und(Jl" 
this arrangement, if the imported goods sell in our market at 
a reasonable profit, the domestic manufacture will sell at two 
reasonable profits. The effect of all this is that, so long as the 
dom~stic man~facturer contents himself with a reasonable profit, 
the unporter rs driven from the markets; and when the im
porter does come into our markets and receiyes a reasonable 
profit on hls goods, it is the inexorable law of this doctrine that 
the domestic manufaeturer shall receive a double profit. And 
on top of all this the gentleman from New York [.Mr. PAYNE] 
would resolve every doubt against the consumer. 

I should be glad, .Mr. Chairman, to direct the attention of the 
House to certain paragraphs in the bill in which I feel an 
especial interest. 

We do not .expect you to frrune a tariff bill that will protect 
the cotton raisers of the South. They do not demand that you 
lay a tribute upon their brethren in toil for their especial bene
fit. The cotton g1·owers of the South, magnificent in their man
hood and energy and possessed of the most fertile soil of the 
earth, neither supplicate nor expect the fostering hand of the 
Federal Government. We are even willing to make up some of 
the defalcations of our brethren who inhabit the barren soils 
of other sections ; but we implore you, in the name of justice 
not to pile it on too thick. [Laughter and applause.] ' 

I want to c,;9.ll your attention to paragraph 460 of the Dingley 
bill, supplanted by paragraph 468 of the Payne bill which 
levies an ad valorem tax of 20 per cent on the users 'of agri
cultural implements. Mr. Chairman, last year there were im-
1?oi;t ed. into the United. Stat~s only $23,643.70 worth of agricul
tural implements, which yielded to the Federal Goyernment 
the pitiful sum of $4,728.74. During the same period we sent 
abroad to the markets of the world 26,936,456 worth of these 
same articles. Thus your protective tariff, amountln<Y to 
practical prohibition, while bringing a paltry few thou~and 
into the Treasury, laid the farmers of this country under tribute 
to the International Harvester trust, which concern exPorted 
for last year more than $25,000,000 worth of these a!n'icultural 
implements. By your unjust tax you gave no reve~ue to the 
Government, but you forbade the .farmers of the country to buy 
their im_plements where they could get them cheapest, and thus 
encouraged the organization of this collossal combine to prey 
upon those who use the plow, the hoe, the rake, the mower the 
reaper, and other tools and implements by means of which the 
sturdy sons of toil wring from the earth the annual harvest of 
the Nation. And so, while the farmers of my district are will
ing to pay a reasonable tax and bear their part of the public 
burdens, we do insist, with all vehemence of which we are 
capable. that when you tax us you place the money into the 
hands of the Public Treasury, and not into the pockets of the 
International Harvester trust. {Applause.] 

MoreoYer, 1\Ir. Chairman, these prohloitory duties 'Of which 
we complain are working, as I perceive, havoc with the com
merce of this country. One -of the representatives of the har
vester trust who appeared before the Ways ·and Means Commit
tee testified as follows: 

Our ·manufacturers would prefer to make everything that they ·sell 
abroad in this country, but owing to the extensive duty and th1·eatened 
discriminations in the tariffs of some nations against the products of 
thls country there have been built faetories in Canada and Sweden und 
t~et·~ will soon be bu~lt similar plants in Germany and France if they ~on
;~ifteii.o sell goods m those markets u:nless a !favorable treaty ean be 

. From the following dispatch, which appeared in the Wash
mgtou Post of March 22, it appears that the ha.nester trust is 
rapidly investing the millions wrun<Y from the farmers of 
America in foreign lnnds : 

0 

HARVESTER PLANTS ABROAD--TRUST WILL MANUFACTURE ITS lIACHil\'ES 
IN FRANCE AND GERMANY. 

[Special to the Washington Post.] 
CHICAGO, Marcl~ 2Z, 1909. 

. The Intern~tion.al Harvester Company proposes to invest $30,000,000 
m the establishment of two manufacturing plants in Europe one in 
JJ"'ranc~ and one in Germany. Sites have been a lready selected and con
i::truc.tion work ~tarted. The plant in France is to be at Lillie, in the 
Pb rovmce of Crou:, near the Belgian border while the German plant will 

e at Dusseldorf. ' 
C. S. Fnnk, gen~ral manager of the company, is quoted as saying that 

all th.e raw 1!1atenals needed for the manufacture of various harvesting 
machmes which the company makes are obtainable in Europe and after 
t~e new plants· ~e in working ord~r shipments of the manufactured 
prnd.ucts fr?m ~s country to ports m Europe will cease. , 

H1gh tariffs imposed by a majority of foreign countries on manufac
t?red prod~cts are said to be responsible to a large extent for the deci
sion to build plants abroad. 

Other nations possess intelligence as well as we. If we will 
not admit their products to our markets upon reasonable terms 
they replJ'.', in sheer self-defense, that our products must keep 
o:it of t~eir m.ar~ets. Thus your. short-sighted system of restric
tion, w~ile brmgmg only $4,728 m revenues to the Government, 
has bmlt up a trust at the expense of the great agricultural 
body of our people, which trust calmly walks away with the 
booty to build factories in other lands. So I say to you on 
behalf of those who till the soil and feed the Nation if 'you 
must rob us by exacting tribute from every stroke' of our 
hands, l~t the tribute ~d its way into the empty Treasury of 
the Nation and not mto the bulging coffers of the trusts. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

The change proposed by the Payne bill for this schedule 
affords no practical relief to agriculture. It reduces the tax 
only 5 per cent, coupled with pretended free trade, which is de
pendent upon the laws of other nations for effect. 

It would be impossible for me to take this bill up paragraph 
by paragraph. I but pick out prominent ones to illustrate the 
complexion of the wh-ole. As you laid tribute upon the farmer 
th~t the proceeds ~ig?t go to the harvester trust, so you laid 
tribute upon the millions who use kerosene oil in order that 
you might add to the colossal wealth of Standard Oil. Mr. 
C.hairman, I represent a district which produces more crude 
oil than any congressional district in the United States but I 
believe those of my constituents who are producers of ~il will 
be satisfied with an honest tariff, one which equalizes the bur
dell:s of taxation among all the people of all the sections. J: 
believe the consumers of oil in my district ai·e willing to pay a 
reasonable tax upon the oil they consume, provided the tax 
goes to the Government .and not to the oil trust. Under our 
present prohibitive tariff tax on the importation of petroleum 
and its products, not one dollar's worth came to this country 
last year, and hence not a penny went into the Federal Treas
ury .. The consumers of oil paid the tax, however, in the shape 
of tI·1bute to the greatest monopoly in the world. This "infant 
industry," which sent abroad last year $78,000,000 worth of its 
products, demands a protective tax so high that it amounts to 
absolute prohibition. The countervailing duty is not only a 
sham and a fraud, but a brutal perversion of the taxing power 
of the Government. By its terms you provide that the extent 
of the taxes to be paid by Qur people shall be determined by the 
extent of taxes levied upon the people -0f other countries. Thus 
as to the countervailing duty on petroleum and its products' 
you say to the people: We will tax _you just as high as Russi~ 
taxes her subjects, and we will give you no relief until the 
Czar gives relief to his subjects. 

Th.e ~stinctiv~ differe:°ce in the operati-0n of this self-adjusted 
prohibitory tax m Russia and the United States is that in that 
oppressed l~nd the Czar robs his subjects and appropriates the 
money to his own use and benefit, while under the present law 
and the one proposed, we rob our people for the sole and ex: 
elusive benefit of the Stand.a.rd Oil Company. Since you forbid 
us by this law to buy oil in foreign lands and since the Standard 
Oil is a self-confessed monop?list -0f the domestic market, you 
lea.ve us to the tender mercies of this commercial anaconda 
which fixes the price we pay without regard to the laws of 
trade or humanity and in defiance of the laws of both God.mid 
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I come from a country where we produce lum
ber in large quantities, the tariff on which the pendincr bill 
scales down 50 per cent. In the district I ha Ye the h~or to 
represent is a flourishing young industry of rice <Yrowing the 
tariff ~pon which, under the terms of the present° bill, erill.an
gers alike the r evenues -of the Government and the rice farmer 
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by opening up a sort of smugglers' free trade through the Phil
ippine Islands with India and Asia. But notwithstanding these 
worthy interests in my distdct, and no matter what their views 
might be, I stand for an honest revision of the ta.,riff in the in
terests of the American people. I detest that spirit of blind 
sectional selfishness which demands free trade for all that it 
buys and high tariff for all that it sells. The trouble with our 
Republican brethren is that they imagine reform means re
forming the other fellow. [Applause.] I have heard a good 
deal of late, Mr. Chairman, about President Taft's desire to win 
the South. I would say to the President that it can not be 
done by means of the Payne tariff bill, a measure which dis
plays more sectional unfairness against the South and the 
West than any other tariff bill ever presented to Congress. 

The farmers of my district pay tribute to the favored pets of 
Republican tariff taxation in every furrow they plow and in 
every acre they till. You tax them upon the ax and saw with 
which they fell the forest and prepare the land for cultivatipn; 
you tax the plow and hoe with which he cultivates the soil; 
you tax the harness upon his mule and the hat upon his head. 
Nothing escapes the watchful eye of the Republican tax
gatherer-his clothes, his shoes, his tools-his all. When his 
crop is made, if it be cotton, you tax the very sack in which he 
picks it, the wagon in which he hauls it, the gin in which he 
separates it, and the bagging and ties with which he wraps it. 
"It enhances the price of almost eyerything-of the sa-lt that 
sea on·s the· poor man's dish, the iron that points his plow, the 
woolen that covers his body, the glass that lights his dwelling, 
the beverage that slakes his thirst-it burdens almost nll the 
comforts and enjoyments of his life in eating. in drinking, in 
bis raiment, in walking, in riding, in reading, and in sleeping, and 
in articulo mortis it clings to the coffin that receives his mortal 
remains, and the spade that prepares his last home, where he 
may sleep with his fathers and mingle with mother earth." Of 
the tax thus wrung from his labor at every turn you deliver 
$5 out of $6 to the pets of your system and only $1 to the 
Go,ernment of the United States. Not satisfied with the neg
lect and injustice you have visited upon these southern farmers, 
you deliberately place their chief product--cotton-on the free 
list and invite them to hold their own as best they may in the 
open sea of commercial struggle. 

Last year there was imported into the United States more 
than $19,000,000 worth of cotton, upon which the tariff law 
neither collected revenue for the support of the Government nor 
the protection of those who produced the domesti'c cotton. It is 
idle to say in explanation that we are large exporters of cotton, 
and that we are amply able to take care of ourselves in the cot
ton markets of the world, for the same is true of ~heat, and yet 
you place a tax of 25 cents a bushel on wheat. Not satisfied 
with thus discriminating against the southern farmer you found 
out that sinco the enactment of the Dingley law our farmers are 
getting a good price for their cotton seed, from which cotton
seed oil is taken, and you proceed to clap cotton-seed oil on the 
free list. 

If the Republican party ever hopes to win the South or hold 
the West let them make haste to deelare for the white man's 
dominion of this Government and the integrity of the Cau
casian race. Let them repeal their odious sectional tariff laws, 
and instead let them tax every section and every product with 
fairness, justice, and impartiality. 

Universal robbery amounts to no robbery at all, because the 
robbed becomes the robber and the robber gets robbed in his 
turn. You stand for a protective tariff because it takes from 
one man and gives to another man. If it took from all men to 
give to all men you would cast it aside as a useless means of 
oppression because it would not serve your selfish purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, a kind providence has wonderfully blP-ssed the 
Southern States. In spite of the devastating effects of war and 
disaster, together with the evil effects of discriminatory laws 
of taxation, she has risen like a giant from the couch of her 
recent infirmities. She possesses within her borders more 
wealth and population than were possessed by the entire Union 
at the beginning of the civil war. Her yast resources are prac
tically untouched and her energy and determination know no 
bounds. So that no matter how unfair your taxes may be we 
still have our sunny skies and fertile soil, our noble men and 
women-the future is ours. With devotion to the Union and its 
every part we bide the day of our triumph with patriotic resig
nati on. [Applause.] 

Ur. KNAPP. 1\Ir. Chairman, the tariff involves the question 
of the industrial policy of the Nation, both as it provides for 
raising the revenue necessary for the support of the Govern
ment, and . also as it affects our diversified industries. For the 
support of the Government large revenues are ·necessary, no 
matter what party may be in power or what tariff policy may be 

established. These revenues are used in defraying the expenses 
of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of the Gov
ernment; also in the payment of pensions, in maintaining the 
army and navy, in improving rivers and harbors, in continuing 
and enlarging our mail facilities, rural free delivery, and so 
forth. For the support of the General Government and main
taining these expenses there is no direct taxation, unless the 
internal-revenue taxes may be so considered. The revenues 
necessary for these purposes are largely raised from two 
sources-duties levied on imports and internal revenue. 

But, beyond the raising of revenue for the support of the 
Government, the tariff involves the protection to our own in
dustries and labor, and upon this question, the real industrial 
policy of the Nation, the two parties take issue. All are agreed 
that tariff d·uties should be levied for the necessary revenues for 
the support of the Government, but beyond that point the two 
parties differ, and for half a century have joined issue. For 
ftfty years the Democratic party, both by declaration of prin
ciple in party platform and record, has stood for a tariff for 
revenue only. During a like period of time the Republican 
party bas maintained, with unflinching loyalty, the principle of 
a tariff not only for revenue, but also for the protection of home 
industries and labor. The difference between these two policies, 
ijke the resultant effects of the same, are clear, distinct, and 
·well defined. 

These two policies have been tested in our national life and 
experience. The resultant effect of each have been written into 
the history of this Republic. Upon the certainty of the past 
we can judge of the probability of the future. By the experienc·e 
of the years which have gone, we should and may correctly 
build for those which are to come. 

In 1892 the Democrati~ party was restored to power in the 
legislative and executive branches of the National Government. 
It was committed to a revision of the tariff upon the basic 
principle of tariff for revenue only. Straightway the party pro
ceeded to put into effect this policy. The tariff law bearing 
the name of that patriot and statesman whose memory will ever 
be safe in the keeping of his grateful countrymen, William Mc
Kinley, was repealed, and there was substituted therefor what 
was known as the "Wilson tariff bill." That law was intended 
to be based upon the principle of a tariff for revenue only, and 
well illustrated the effect of that principle in our inuustrial 
experience. It is not neces ary to here, in any detail, recall 
the resultant effects of that law. They are still fresh in the 
minds of the people. Three long years of industrial depression 
followed, so appalling in their ruinous results upon our diver
sified industries that they should serve as a warning for the 
future against a tariff policy based solely upon the necessary 
revenues for the support of the Government. 

TARIFF REYISIO:S-S. 

But further; and as more fully illustrating the effect of these 
two policies, let us recall a little of tariff history as it has af
fected the Nation's industrial progress. 

Our tariff laws have been revised, in whole or in important 
part, more than a score of times, and it is a striking fact that 
the revisions which have given adequate protection to our in
dustries have been beneficial, while, on the other hand, those 
which have had for their purpose tariff for revenue only have 
been disastrous. 

I will discuss what may properly be termed two epochs in our 
tariff history-the epoch when the basic principle of our tariff 
laws was free trade or for revenue only and the epoch when the 
basic principle was both for r evenue and protection. The year 
1860 divided these epochs. The period prior to that, in the 
main, illustrates the effects of the former policy, while the 
period from 1800 to the present well illustrates the effects of 
the latter policy. The second measure introduced into the 
American Congress was a revenue measure. That was the 
tariff act of 1789, the first in our history. That act had for its 
purpose both the raising of revenue for the support of the Gov
ernment and protection to our then infant industries. So it was 
protective in its features and was beneficial to the industries of 
the country in the beginning of their development. That law, 
with slight amendments, continued in force until 1812, when th~ 
tariff was revised as a war measure and the duties nearly 
doubled. Four years later this act was displaced with the tariff 
of 1816, which greatly reduced the duties and utterly failed as a 
measure for adequate protection. Succeeding this was the tariff 
of 1824-1828, which was intended to be more protective and which 
was of short duration and effect. Then came the tariff of 
1832-3, when low duties were again adopted. The injurious 
result of this law influenced the enactment of the tariff of 1842, 
intended to be more protective, but which was continued only 
four years. Then, in 1846, the so-called "Walker tariff" was 
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placed on the statute books. This was the nearest approach to 
free trade which we had experienced, and for fourteen years 
our country underwent severe industrial changes and we had to 
submit to all but ruinous conditions. 

So, that the history of our tariff legislation demonstrates 
that while the first tariff law enacted was protective in its 
features, and while the laws of 1816, 1824-1828, and 1842 were 
also intended to be so protective, still during by far the larger 
part of the period from 1789 to 1861 our tariff laws were based 
on the policy of tariff for revenue with, in one instance, an 
approach to free trade. What were the resultant effects of 
this? -

During the period prior to 1860 the balance of trade against 
the United States and in favor of foreign nations aggregated 
$1,270,000,000. We had 140,000 manufacturing establishments, 
which employed 1,311,000 employees. At the end of the period, 
or in 1860, the annual \alue of the manufactured products of 
the United States amounted in the aggregate to, in round num
bers, $1,885,000,000. The wages paid to labor in the manu
facturing industries aggregated $378,878,000. The deposits in 
savings banks aggregated $149,277,000. The annual value of 
our imports aggregated, in 1860, $353,616,000. The annual 
value of the exports was $333,576,000. The monetary circula
tion of the country aggregated $435,407,000. The railway mile
age of the country was 30,626. The wealth of the United 
State aggregated $16,159,616,000. We were paying interest 
on our bonded indebtedness at from 4 to 12 per cent per annum. 
Our government bonds were a lug ·in the markets of the world 
at J3 cents discount on the dollar. Our Treasury was virtually 
bankrupt. _ 

At t?e end of this period, and in 1861, the Republican party 
came m to power in the executive and legislative branches of 
the Government. Then new tariff laws were enacted and new 
indust rial policies instituted, based upon the principle of rev
enue for the support of the Government, and also pro"tection 
to American industries and labor. From that time until the 
present, with the exception of about three years, during which 
the so-called "Wilson tariff bill" was in effect, these policies 
have been continued. 

Under these protecti\e policies we paid on the debt created 
by the civil war, in addition to t he interest, in round numbers, 
$2,200,000,000. We have fought -a foreign war and have paid 
the expenses of that wa r , aggregating $500,000,000. The number 
of manufacturing establishment s has increased from 140,000 to 
515,000, and the number of men employed has increased from 
1,311,000 to about 6,000,000. The annual value of our manu
factured products has increased from $1,885,000,000 to nearly 
$15,000,000,000. The wages paid to labor ha>e increased from 
$378,000,000 to about $2,611,000,000. The deposits in savin"s 
banks ha Ye increa ed from $149,000,000 to $3,479,000,000. The 
annual \ alue of imports has increased from $353,000,000 to 
$1,194,000,000. The annual value of exports has increased from 
$333,576,000 to $1,860,000,000. The monetary circulation of the 
country has increased from $435,000,000 to $3,038,000,000. The 
railway mileage of the country has increased from 30,000 miles 
to 22 .000 miles. The wea lth of the United States has increased 
from $16,000,000,000 to $107,000,000,000. Our bonded indebted
ness, in the main, bears interest at but 2 and 2! per cent per 
annum, and our government securities are caught up at a 
premium in all the markets of the world. 

DINGLEY TA.RIFF LAW. 

As s till further emphasizing the fact that under the policies 
of a protective tariff the country has prospered, we may 
cite our industrial progress during the period since the present 
tariff law, known as ' the Dingley law," has been on the stat
ute books. This law has now been in force nearly twelve years. 
Twelrn years is not a long period in a nation's history, but the 
recent twelve years have been eventful. 

During this period greater industrial progress has come to the 
Nation than during all the preceding period since that struggle 
which mri de one tl:i e American Union. During that period the 
total capital invested in our di>ersified industries has about 
doubled; the total wnges paid laborers and the total value of 
the products of our industries have nearly doubled. This prog
ress has not come exclusi>ely to any one class of our· citizens; 
it has come to all; to the farmer, the manufacturer, the labor
ing man, the business man, in whatever avenue of our diversi
fied industries they may walk. 

The aeposits in our savings banks have increased from 
$1,935,000,000 in 1896 to $3,479,000,000 in 1908. The total 
money in circulation in the country has increased from 
$1,506,000,000 to $3,038,000,000. The total annual value of the 
manufacturing products has increased until they reach, in round 
figures, nearly $15,000,000,000. The total Yalue of the agricul
tural products has increased until they_ aggregate for the past 

year, in round numbers, nearly $8,000,000,000, the largest sum 
ever real~ed to agriculture in any one year in any one nation. 
The total value of our industrial trade and commerce has ad
vanced until it has reached the unrivaled aggregate of nearly 
$26,000,000,000. 

Turning to our foreign trade and commerce, we find the re
sultant effects during this period equally as striking. During 
the same period our exports have more than doubled, and our 
imports nearly doubled. Our exports are increased from $882,-
000,000 in 1896 to $1,860,000,000 in 1908, making us, as an ex
porting nation, the rival of Great Britain, which has heretofore 
been called the "workshop of the world." 

The imports for 1896 were $779,000,000 and for 1908 they in
creased to $1,194,000,000. During this period our exports have 
reached such a volume as to give us a balance of trade averag
ing nearly $400,000,000 per year. Excess of exports during the 
past twelve years over imports has amounted to about $6,000,-
000,000, and the balance of trade during the past six years in 
favor of the United States has aggregated more than the bal
ance of trade during all the previous history of the Republic. 

Go where you will, to England, to France, to Germany, Rus
sia, Japan, China, to the isles of the sea, to wherever commerce 
has wended its way, you will find the products of American in
dustry, the evidence of American skill, and the influence of 
American civilization. 

Not, however, from all this that governmental policies alone 
have influenced these unrivaled triumphs. But who will main
tain all of__ this advancement could have taken place under 
unwise go\ernmental policies? True, governments can not in 
and of themselves create, develop, and make prosperous indus
tries, but they can enact such laws and institute such policies 
as will lend a helping hand to manufactures, to agriculture, to 
labor, and aid in devel.oping the industries on which depend the 
prosperity of the Nation and the welfare of the people. Such 
have been the policies for the past twelve years. 

ARTICLES SOLD ABRO.A.D CHE.A.PER THAN AT HOME. 

The criticism is often made that some of our manufactured 
articles or products are sold abroad cheaper than at home, or 
below market prices. That practice does not characterize solely 
the manufactured products of this country. There is not a pro
gres i\e nation in the world some of the manufactured articles 
of which are not sold abroad cheaper than at home. This is 
true of Germany, Ii"'rance, and even of free-trade England. 

The percentage of our manufactured articles so sold abroad 
cheaper than at home is so small in comparison with the aggre
gate exports as to hardly deserve discussion, and would not but 
for the fact that dignity has been given to the transact ion by 
persistent opponents of the protective system. It has been ex
plained time and time again that this small percentage so sold 
may be surplus stock, or be goods that are out of date, or may 
be for the purpose of gaining a new market or holding a market 
against strong competition. But it must _be remembered in this 
connection that when goods are so sold the American working
man and farmer are not the losers but the gainers. These goods 
have been manufactured at the same rate of wages as those sold 
at home. They have enabled our factories to keep their fires 
going month after month; to keep their workingmen employed 
without cessation, and thus to keep the home market for the 
farmer whose products are necessary for the support of those 
so engaged in manufacturing industries. Moreover, this system 
is not a question of tariff but a pure question of business. It 
is practiced by free-trade countries as well as protective-tariff 
countries; by the manufacturer whose product is not protected, 
as well as by those whose product is protected; by merchants 
who make special inducements for . out-of-town people. It is a 
plain business transaction, practiced by nearly all engaged in 
any one of our diversified industries, and will doubtless con
tinue so long as industries are prosperous. 

TARIF.IJ" AXD THE TRUSTS. 

But, again, the criticism is sought to be established that the 
tariff is responsible for trusts. The word " trust " is undoubt
edly oftentimes applied to combinations which are not in reality 
trusts. All concede that in our industrial development com
binations are necessary. But when these combinations result in, 
or their purpose. is to result in, limiting production, stifling com
petition, and controlling prices they constitute a trust and 
s™>uld be regulated by law. .It is not disputed that in this, as in 
every country reasonably prosperous, there are some of these 
combinations known as "trusts." If, however, our syste:::n of 
tariff is responsible for such combinations or trusts, then why is 
it that they exist in other countries? Why in Austria, in Italy, 
in Greece? Why do they exist in France and Germany? \vhy 
in free-trade England should trusts have existed as they have 
for over haif a century? 
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The truth about it all is that we are not the only nation that 
suffers from trusts. They have existed in free-trade and pro
tective·tariff nations. They have existed under republican and 
ruonarchical fotms of gO"re"nment. They are not the result of 
political, but commercial, c0--1ditions. The commercial world at 
present is a world of combinations. Business and commercial 
industries are making busy the cities and dotting alike the lulls 
and mlleys. Trade and commerc~ are spanning eontinents and 
crossing seas. River, ocean, and railway transportation is facili
tating the interchange of the marke_ts of the world and making 
nations next-door neighbors. Lea.ding in all this advancement is 
the United States. We are the greatest agricultural, manufac
turing, and industrial nation in the world, but our triumphs 
have invited our trials. We want the prosperity, but we do not 
want the evils of the trusts, and so the problem is how to retain 
the prosperity and regulate the combinations, eliminating the 
evils. 

Various remedies have been urged. That most strenuously 
advocated by the opponents of a protective tariff is to take the 
duty off from so'-Called "trust-made"' articles. What would be 
the result of this? 

Take, as an illustration, the corpoTation which seems to be 
for the present the special object of attack-the United States 
Steel Corporation. I am neither the adyocate nor the defender 
of this combination. Whether it be a trust or not, I know not. 
But, for the purpose of applying the· remedy, let it be con
ceded that it is. Take the duty off from these trust-made 
articles. When you come to that, however, you find in each case 
independent competing industries in the same line and manu
facturing th~ same products. These independent industries em
ploy hundreds of thousands of men; pay out annually millions 
of dollars in wages. When you apply the rem€dy to the trust-made 
article you must almost necessarily apply it to the article manu
factured by the independent industries. The trust could stand 
it better than the independents. If it crippled the trusts, it 
would virtually ruin the independent industries~ 

The remedy does not lie in this direction, but rather in the 
enactment of effective laws and their faith.fol execution, such as 
are now upon the statute books and some of which should be 
supplemented and made still more effective. . 

'£here are 37 States in the Union which have enacted anti
trust laws. The national statute books contain, among others, 
five important laws which in their bearings may be consid
ered filltitrust laws, viz: The Sherman antitrust law, the 
interstate-commerce Jaw, the publicity law, or the law cre
ating the Department of Commerce and Labor and giving to 
the Secretary of tbe department authority to demand of cor
porations reports in detail for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether they are or are not trusts; the Elkins rebate law, pre
venting rebates by railroads in freight rates; and the Hepburn 
railway rate law, enlarging the powers of the Interstate 
Commerce Com.mission, and more effectively placing common 
carriers under government control. These are among the wise 
and effective enactments which may be properly termed "anti
trust laws." 

By virtue of these laws many actions have been brought in 
the courts to regulate combinations and eliminate trusts. The 
iron-pipe trust has been dissolved, the Northern Securities trust 
dissolved, and the beef trust regulated. Actions have been 
brought, some of which have been successfully prosecuted and 
others are pending against various railways for rebating, 
ao-ainst the American Tobacco Company, against the Standard 
Obil Company, and so forth. Fines have been imposed in excess 
of half a million dollars, exclusive of that against the Standard 
Oil Company, which is still in litigation. In short, more ha 
been accomplished during the past seven yea.rs in regulating 
illegal combinations and eliminating trust from our industrial 
system than in any seventy-five years of our previous history. 

These trusts do not grow up in a night. They can not be 
destroyed in a day, unless in destroying them you destroy pros
perity. The effective way of solving this problem is not .so 
much through the revision of the tariff as the enactment of wise 
and effective laws and by their faithful and impartial execution, 
not in a way to injure legitimate industries, not in a way to 
oppress American labor, not in a way to turn backward the tide 
of prosperity, but in a way to dissolve the trusts and at the 
same time retain the prosperity which is making for the happi
ness and welfare of all the people. 

PENDING RILL. 

I have discussed our wonderful industrial progress under a 
protective system, not for the purpose of arguing that in all 
cases present rates of duty should be maintained, but rather 
for the purpose of illustrating the wisdom of adhering to _the 
system, while not being wedded to. distinct sclle~ules. It is 
doubtless true that changed industrial conditions mdicate the 

wisdom of a revision of some of the schedules of our tariff 
laws, and it is likewise true that some of our industries huve 
so advanced that present rates of duty are not needed to insure 
their future safety and progress. 

The history of tariff revision demonstrates that the R epub
lican party, when in power, has never failed to revise the tariff 
when changed industrial conditions or their relationship to 
the commerce of the world indicated the wisdom of such revi
sion. It has eight times, in whole or in important part, revised 
the tariff, and the test of experience has prO'red each revision 
to have aided the advancing progress of the country. 

We are now again engaged in revising the tariff, not the 
Nation's industrial policy, but the tariff on which thnt policy 
is based. This is being done in fulfillment of the pledges given 
to the people. The last national platform adopted at Chicago 
declared: 

In all tariff legislation: the true principle of proteclion is best main
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the difference 
between cost oi production at home and abroad, together with a rea
sonable profit to Amel'ican industries. We favor the establishment o:f 
a maximum and minimum rate, to be administered by the President 
under ltmitati.ons fixed by law, the maximum t o be available to meet 
the discrimination l:iy foreign countries against American goods enter
ing their markets, and the minimum representing the normal mensure 
of protection at home, the aim and the purpose of Republican policy 
being not only to preserve without excessive duties the security against 
foreign competition to which American manufacturers, farmers, and 
producers are entitled, hut also to maintain the high standard of l iving 
of the wage-workers of this country, who are the most direct bene
ficiaries of the protective system. 

This declaration was supplemented by the pledge of the can
didate, now President Taft, both prior to his election and sub 
sequent thereto in his inaugurn.l address, in which, speaking of 
tariff revision, he said: 

The matter of most pressing importance is the revision of the tart!! 
in accordance with the promises of the platform upon which I was 
elected. • • • This should secure an adequate revenue and adjust the 
duties in such a manner as to oft'er to labor and all industries of the 
country, whether of the farm, mine, or factory, protection by tarifl'. 
equal to the difference between the cost of production abroad and the 
cost of production here, and have a provision which shall put In force ~Z 
exectrtive detcrminatton of certain facts a higher or a maximum tariu 
against those countries whose trade policy toward us equitably requires 
such discrimination. 

In ftaming this bill, it is important that in imposing duties 
upon imports they must be sufficient to raise the revenues neces
sary for the support of the Government. The situation which 
confronts the country to-day is far different from any at the 
time of any revision .since the war tariffs. We are confronted 
at this time with an annual deficit amounting to about $100, 
000,000, this deficit being due to the fact that during the past 
year our imports have largely fallen off, probably much affected 
by the contemplated revision of the tariff, which has made busi 
ness interests uncertain as to the future, and also our interilll 
revenue has been materially decreased. Up to the time of the 
so-called "panic" of somewhat more than a year ago our rev 
enues were more than sufficient to meet our expenditures. I 
give the receipts and expenditures since the adoption of the 
Dingley tariff, which show, I think, as a whole, that the revenue 
was sufficient to meet the ordinary expenditures of the .Gov 
ernment: 

Receipts ana ea:penaitm·es in the United. States. 

Fiscal year. Net ordinary Net ordinary Excess r&- Excess ex 
receipts. expenditures. ceipts. penditureg 

1898. -- --------------- ----- $4-05,321,S35 
1899. - ---- - ---- ------- ----- 515, 960,620 
1900. - --------------------- 567 ,240,852 
1901-------------------- &r7 ,685,338 
1902. - --------------------- 562,478,233 
1903 ••• --------------- - -- -- 560,396, 674 
1004-------------~-·-------- 54D,681, 749 
1905______________________ 544,274,685 
1906 _____________ ------- - -- 594,454,122 
1907 _ ---------- -------- -- -- 663 ,140,334 
19(ll_ ____________ -------- -- 599,895, 763 

$i43, 368, 583 
605, 072' 180 
4.87, 713' 792 
509, 967, 353 
471,190,858 
506, 099' 007 
582,402,321 
fRl. 278, 913 
568, 784, 799 
578,903, 748 
659. 552' 125 

-------------- $38,047,248 
-------------- 89,lll,560 

$79,527,060 ------- - ---
77, 717,98.5 ----- - -----
91,287,375 -----------
54,297,667 -----------

-------------- 41,770,572 
-------------- 23,004,228 

25,669,323 ------- - ---
84,236,586 ----------

-------------- 59,656,362 

Total-------------· ----------------------- · 412,735,996 251,589,970 

Total excess receipts------------------------------- $412, 735, 996 
Total excess expenditures---------------------------- 251, 589, 970 

Surplus receipts over expenditures, 1898 to 1908, 
inclusive---------------------------------- 161, 146, 026 

Whether under a continuance of the Dingley tariff, in case we 
should return to normal conditions in the industrial world our 
revenues would be sufficient, it is not necessary to consider; but 
we must, in the adoption of the new schedules and the new gen 
eral revision that is taking place, see to it that the rates of duty 
are such as, added to our internal and other sources of revenue, 
will give us sufficient income to meet our liabilities. It is esti 
mated that under the pending bill the revenuea will aggregate 
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$335,000,000, which, added to our postal and other sources of 
revenue, will be sufficient to meet ordinary liabilities. This 
estimate, of course, can not be made with mathematical preci
sion, as the exact rev-enues. that any tariff law may produce 
are, and must be, to some extent, until put in force, uncertain. 
No statesman, however farsighted, can judge sufficiently of the 
future in this respect to frame a bill with exact knowledge of 
results. It is a problem in itself difficult to solve, and in solving 
it we have to judge of the experience of the past and the prob
abilities of the future and be, as far as possible, certain that 
the results will girn sufficient revenue for the necessary sup
port of the GoYernmcnt. 

Having framed the bill so that we are reasonably sure of this 
result, we should go further and see to it that such duties are 
levied as will giv-e to our farmers, manufacturers, miners, and 
labor protection against the lesser cost of production abroad 
and a fair return for capital invested. This is in accordance 
with the pledges made. Anything else would be to stay our in
dush'ial progress. It is not an excessive, but a reasonable, pro
tection and should be meted out to the manufacturers, to labor, 
and to the farmers, and, in fact, to all engaged in our diversified 
industries. 

The policy of a protective tariff is ofttimes made the subject 
of criticisms because of the protection it gives to manufacturers. 
It has been frequently urged that excessive rates of duty have 
enabled them to reap fabulous fortunes. These criticisms have, 
-perhaps, been justified in some isolated instances, but not to the 
extent that would make general criticism well founded. Many 
of our . important manufacturing indush·ies are to-day doing 
business on a close margin and reach reasonable profits only 
through the magnitude of their enterprise. It must be remem
bered that these manufacturing industries necessitate the in
vestment of large capital; that they are peculiarly dependent 
upon the vicissitudes of trade, which are frequently changing 
the volume of supply and demand. They employ labor. They 
aid in furnishing a market for the products of the soil. The 
fact that our commerce reaches every ·nation and clime is due 
in no small part to the fact that we are the greatest manufac
turing nation in the world. 

Labor constitutes the major portion of the entire cost of pro
duction of e>ery article we consume, whether it be a product of 
agriculture or an article of manufacture. It is not necessary 
to discuss the relatiYe wages and conditions of the laboring peo
ple of this and other lands. It is an established fact that the 
American laboring man, native and naturalized, is better em
ployed, better paid, better clothed, better housed, better edu
cated than are those of any other nation beneath the sun, and 
one of the principal causes for this is that our industrial policy 
is such that it furnishes employment for labor. 

Agriculture is the basic industry of prosperity. It is the in
dustry on which all other industries are more or les.s dependent. 
In earlier days the American farmer farmed it for the home 
and near-by market. To-day he farms it also for distant and 
far-away markets. The agricultural exports in the last five 
years have been more than sufficient to turn the balance of trade 
in favor of the United States and against foreign nations. But 
after all it is the home market that most benefits the farmer, 
and in framing the schedules of this bill the tariff rates should 
be so adjusted that they will protect him from foreign competi
tion in that market. 

I haye referred thus briefly to these industries by way of em
phasizing the importance of so framing the schedules in the pro
posed bill as to bring them within the rule of equalizing the 
cost of production in the United States and abroad. In applying 
this rule, not of excessive but fair protection, we should keep 
in mind the consumer and that he should be protected from ex
cessive rates. In other words, in so far as consistent, equaliz
ing the cost of production here and abroad, he should be pro
tected against the imposing of excessive rates on the products 
and articles which enter into his daily necessities. The re
sultant effects of this measure, or tariff revision, will come 
home to every community and every individual in this broad 
land. All are to be affected· by it, both as producers and con
sumers, and as we protect the interests of the producers we 
should also protect the interests of the consumers. 

But of the separate schedules and provisions of the pending 
bill, time is not mine to speak either in detail or at length. 
That it is not a perfect bill would be conceded by its framers. 
There never was and never will be a perfect tariff bill. That 
would be impossible in a tariff affecting, as this does, over 
4,000 i terns. 

The ugricultural schedule, always principally important in a 
tariff bill, does not, so far as strictly agricultural products are 
concerned, very materially differ from that of the present law. 
The duty on bar~ey is reduced from 30 to 15 cents per bushel, 
but the present duty has not resulted in developing a barley 

industry, especially in the State of New York, that being to a 
great extent, a dairy locality and the barley grown being for 
home consumption. The duties on the most important agri
cultural products remain substantially as they are in the pres
ent law, including those on dairy products, which, in the State 
of New York and many other States, is the principal branch of 
that industry. The fact that present duties have proved bene
ficial may be taken as assurance that their continuance in the 
pending bill, if enacted into law, will prove equally beneficial 
to this master indush-y. 

But, while this similarity characterizes these strictly agri
cultural schedules, it does not apply to many other schedules 
and provisions. This bill as a whole differs materially from the 
Dingley bill. It is, as· was intended by its framers, a revision 
downward. While in 30 paragraphs of the bill, the duties have 
been raised, in 130 they have been lowered, showing, as stated, 
that the revision has tended to lower rates of duty and to mate
rially enlarge the free list. 

As stated, in 30 p~ragraphs there have been increases in 
duties; but a careful examination of the bill will show that 
while some of these increases have been to protect certain indus
tries not adequately protected, and to remove from the free to 
the dutiable list certain articles or products for protection or 
revenue, most of the increases have been upon products or ar
ticles of luxury. An exception to this may be found, however, 
in the duty of 8 cents a pound placed on tea, and which does 
not seem· to be justified. Coffee, as in the present law, is placed 
on the free list, and should be without countervailing duty, and, 
as it seems to me, tea should likewise be upon that list, and 
some other article less necessary to the consumer should be 
found to supply the needed revenue. But, taken as a whole, 
the increases in these 30 paragraphs are mostly on so-called 
"luxuries" which do not necessarily injuriously affect the con
sumer. 

But more notable than the increases are the reductions of 
duty. These are contained in 130 paragraphs of the bill. 
Prominent among them is the iron schedule. Iron ore is placed 
upon the free list, and the duties on steel rails, billets, nails, 
and other articles in these schedules are reduced. These indus
tries constitute one of our greatest manufacturing industries, 
but it is doubtless true that they have so far developed that 
they no longer need the present rate of duty for their protection. 
Their products are necessary to our home life and in all the 
avenues of our industrial activities, and they should come to the 
consumer at reasonable prices. The difference in cost of pro
ducti0n here and abroad, with a reasonable profit t<l the producer, 
should measure their protection, and the rates in the bill will 
doubtless satisfactorily prove that measure. The same reason
ing might, with equal force, apply to the wool, the lumber, and 
many other schedules on which duties are reduced. 

But I think a careful examination of the bill will justify the 
assertion that the reductions contained in the 130 paragraphs 
are mainly on articles or products which enter into the necessa
ries of life. A detailed discussion of these items or articles is 
not here intended. That would be superfluous, in view of the 
masterly speech of the chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee [Mr. PAYNE], whose name this bill justly bears. 

A tariff bill is always, in general results, somewhat a com- · 
promise. There never was and there never will be a tariff bill 
in which eve1-y single item or duty on more than 4;ooo articles 
can be absolutely defended and demonstrated as just. It is easy 
to point to this item and say it is in the interest of the producer 
and a tax on the consumer, or to that item and say it .is the 
sacrifice of an industry, and so in every case to characterize 
as a whole the bill. But in justice to both the producer and 
consumer, it must be looked at as a whole, and the average 
effect must be the standard upon which correct judgment is 
reached. One duty will seem to be in favor of the consumer · 
another more especially in favor of the producer. But whe~ 
we come to the general result, both producer and consumer are 
mutually interested, and we realize the fact that it is not a 
separate item or duty standing alone that in the end most 
affect the community and the country, but it is the resultant 
effects of all that produce the greatest good to the greatest num
ber, and it is upon that rule that final judgment must be ren
dered. 

CUBA AND THE PHILIPPINES. 

This bill provides for the continuance of the treaty of reci
procity between the United States and Cuba. This continuance 
is justified both by commercial advantage and, but still more, by 
the rule of obligation which makes us to a great extent sponsor 
for the future of the Republic of Cuba. The year prior to the 
ratification of that agreement our trade and commerce with 
Cuba, including exports and imports, aggregated $80,289,658. 

The year following its ratification, 1904, it aggregated $117,-
595,336, an increase of $37,305,679. During the past year, 
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1908, it was · $121,566,151, an increase over the -year prior to 
tts ratification of $41,276,493, notwithstanding the ·unhappy in
ternal conditions in Cuba, which prevented the full and natural 
operation of this treaty. But beyond all commercial change 
there is a reason more binding for the full and free continuance 
of this reciprocity treaty. We are bound to that people by a 
peculiar and what should be a lasting tie. The future of the 
Republic of Cuba will always be associated with the American 
name. There is no rule of right by which that treaty can be 
revoked. Every dictate of justice and humanity demands its 
full and free continuance. 

Also, the bill provides for partial reciprocity with the ..... Philip
pine Islands, ·to wit: That hereafter all products wholly the 
growth of the Philippine Islands coming into the United States 
shall be admitted free of duty, limited in any fiscal year as 
follows: Sugar to the amount of 300,000 gross tons; wrapper 
tobacco to the amount of 300,000 pounds; filler tobacco, 
3,000,000 pounds ; cigars to the number of 150,000,000. 'This is 
t a rdy and but partial justice to the Phllippine Islands. These 
islands came to us as the unbidden fate of war. We have 
accepted the trust and are leading that people to a higher 
and better civilization; and whatever may be the ultimate 
status of the Philippine Islands, this people are our wards, 
and justice and right demand that we should extend ·to them 
this relation, which would tend to their commercial and in
dustrial development. 

CANAL BONDS. 

Further, the bill provides for the issue of $40,000,000 of bonds 
to reimburse the Treasury for $40,000,000 paid for the property 
of the New Panama Canal Company. Already legislation 
enacted for the construction of the Panama Canal has provided 
for the issue of '$130,000,000 of bonds. This issue does not in
dude the $40,000,000 pa id out of ·the Treasury for the original 
purchase of the Panama Canal Company, and this provision 
for ·the issue of $40,000,000 of bonds is to reimburse the Treas
ury for that amount, thus providing for the purchase and con
struction of the canal by a · bond ·issue. 

The ·construction of the Panama Canal is the greatest work 
of ·the ages. For four centuries the magnitude of this task 
dazed capitalists and puzzled nations. The United States has 
undertaken and will carry to successful completion this great 
work which is to link ocean to ocean and be for the world a 
highway of commerce. It is a wise policy that provides for the 
construction of this work by the issue of bonds and ·gives to the 
revenues of the canal, when in operation, and to posterity the 
opportunity of, at least in great part, paying ·for this work. 
The benefits are not only for the present, but for coming gen
erations, and there is no reason why one ·generation should 
bear an unequal share in the cost of this great ·undertaking. 

MAXIMUM ·AND MINIMUM. 

"The bill is a new departure 'in tariff revision, in that it pro
vides a maximum and minimum tartif. The minimum is the 
regular schedule of rates ·for the purpose of revenue and pro
tection and available to any nation that does not discriminate 
against ·the 1Jn1ted States. The maximum, which is, on the 
average, about 20 per cent above the .minimum, is the schedule 
of rates applied to the _products or articles of ·any nation that 
discriminates against imports from this country or fails to give 
us the same benefits given to the most-favored nations in their 
tariff schedules. 

The bill also provides for the termination of existing reci
procity treaties in good faith and by giving the requisite notice 
for such termination provided for in such treaties. These pro
visions .of the bill still recognize the principle of ..reciprocity. 
Reciprocity is a Republican doctrine. It was advocated and 
put into form by some of the greatest leaders and statesmen, 
among them James G. Blaine, Benjamin Jiarrison, William 
McKinley, Nelson Dingley. - They never considered reciprocity 
inconsistent with protection. Both the tartif laws of 1890, 
known as the" McKinley law," and the present tariff act, known 
as the "Dingley .A.ct," were framed with special reference to 
making applicable to their provisions the doctrine of reciprocity, 
and it is a significant fact that under both of these acts .recip
rocal trade .relations were entered into with other nations. We 
have reciprocity treaties providing for such relations with 
France, Germany, Spain, Switzerland, Portugal, Russia, and 
other nations. If the provision in this bill providing for maxi
mum and minimum rates was to do away with the principle 
of reciprocity it would not receive my support, for I ·believe 
in the principle and that its resultant effects have been bene
ficial to our trade and commerce. But it is broadening ·the 
application of that principle. Its purpose is to extend our 
foreign trade and to secure from b·ade rivals fair i:reatment 
. .for ·the American · exporter. In exchange fo1· the most-favored 
nations' privileges ·we give the most"favored nations' i:prL"Vile_ges. 

It ls .an invitation to the nations rof the world to accept our 
minimum scale of duties, and in return =for this that they must 
extend to us their minimum scale of duties. In other words, 
we propose reciprocal treatment -with trade rivals, whether 
that treatment results in a minimum or a maximum scale of 
tariff duties. 

The contention that this system will tend to create trade wars 
is not well ·rounded. Great Britain is our greatest purchaser, 
and our tra.de relations with her will not be changed by these 
provisions. We also have a reciprocity a~reement with Ger
many by which we share her minimum scale of duties. Other 
nations will be quick to realize the advantages of this, and to 
accept the privilege of our minimum schedules. It will, in my 
opinion, protect American markets and the American exporter 
by granting reciprocity only on the basis of the most-favored 
.nat109· privileges. 
~ INH1!mITANCE TAX. 

Another and radically new departure in tariff legislation is 
the provision which provides for inheritance taxes. This pro
vision is modeled largely after the inheritance tax laws of the 
State of New York. That 1aw provides for a tax on legacies 
or bequests to direct heirs of 1 per cent on sums over $10,000, 
and 5 per cent on legacies or bequests to collateral heirs. 

This bill provides for a tax on legacies or bequests to direct 
heirs of 1 per cent on sums over $10,000 to $100,000 ; 2 per cent 
on $100,000 to $500,000; 3 per cent on sums above $500,000; and 
5 per cent on legacies or bequests to collateral heirs on sums 
over and above $500, with exemptions from tax to legacies 
or bequests to churches, religious, and kindred organizations and 
societies. 

The justice of an inheritance tax need not be argued. Thirty
three States of the Union already have such taxes, and such 
a tax is levied by nearly every civilized nation in the world. 
It is based upon the principle that wealth should bear its pro
portionate share of taxation. The problem in many States of 
the Union has been how to justly reach personal property tha.t 
did not bear its just -share of taxation. 

Further, the inequalities of taxation are ofttimes only too 
apparent. The burden .falls too largely upon the householder, 
the farmer, or the person of moderate means, and too little upon 
those who .have accumulated fortunes that class them as the 
well-to-do o.r rich. lt is a fact well illustrated in every com
munity that wealth does not bear its just proportion of the 
burden of taxation, a.nil it has been sought to. remedy this wrong 
and to equalize taxation through inheritance taxes, and also, 
in many States, notably New Yor1>:, through a. system ·Of indi
i·ect taxation. There is justice in all of this. _The burdens of 
taxation sboufd be so equalized that wea1th bears its full pro
portionate share. But the objection now is made that for the 
Federal Government ·to resort to this system of inheritance 
taxes results in dual taxation; that the system, in equity, be
longs to the se-veral States; that they have adopted and entered 
upon ·it, and that in equity it is the pwvince .and belongs to the 
States and that they should be entitled to the revenue derived 
therefrom; .that .for the Federal Government to seize upon and 
put into operation this system results in double taxation. ·It 
can not be denied that there is force in this argument. While the 
Federal Government has, in so.me instances, resorted to this 
system, they have been, in the main, measures of war necessity, 
as during the civil war and the Spanish-American war. As 
a ·federal system of taxation it could only be justified on the 
ground of exceptional and excessive need of revenue, which from 
other sources more equitable can not be obtained. Where re- · 
sorted to it should be .as an emergency and not as a permanent 
system so ·far as the Federal Government is concerned. 

. ..P.ULP AND P.APEB. 

While, as stated, ;in the main I am in sympathy with the pro
·visions of this ·bill. there are schedules with which I am not in 
accord, some of which I have mentioned, and one of which I 
take the liberty of discussing somewhat at length, namely, the 
pulp and paper -schedule. 

These industries constitute by -far the most important manu
facturing industries in the district I have the honor to repre
sent, and they are ·So closely allied to other industries that they 
affect to no small extent the entire people of the district, and, I 
may ·say, of .northern 'New York. I rea lize the necessary rela
tionship of .these industries to the press, a most important 
agency in communicating thought, spreading information, and 
advancing civilization. Not only is the printing business, with 
all its kindred and allied relations, one of our greatest in
dustries, but it has shown a greater increase in the last half 
century perhaps 'than any ·other. For instance, the increase of 
all industries from 1850 to ""1.905 was almost ·:fifteenfold, while 
that recorded ·by printing and publishing was nearly thirty-two
fold. 
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As indicating the importance ·of these industries m the Na- ·n is maintained, and with some force, that the spruce supply 

tion, the State of New York and the district I ·have the honor -of the ·united ·states, e:x:elustve of that beyond the Rocky Moun
to represent, I may say that, 'in capital invested, it is, I believe, tams, is limited to ·a.bout 70,000,000 cords, while that of Canada, 
the second manufacturing industry in the Nation. Reliable so far as reliable estimates -are concerned, is practica~y un
statistics show that the -capital ·invested in this industry in limited; that the supply in the United States, exclusive of that 
the United States aggregates, in round numbers, about used for lumbering and other -purposes, would not be sufficient 
$300,000,000; the annual output in -value over $200,000,000; the . for the paper-manufacturing mdustries in the distant future, 
number of wage-eamers directly employed -over 60,000, and while that of the United States -and Canada combined would be 
nearly 40,000 in output of raw material; the annual pay roll · sufficient for an time to come. True, we are now drawing upon 
over $40,000,000; the yearly product of paper of all grades about · the Canadian spruce supply. Last year there was impotted 
4,000,000 tons. The industry furnishes to railways in freight . i"~to the United 'States from Canada about 1,000,000 cords of 
over 20,000,000 tons annually. spruce, and of that, into the district I represent, about 100,000 

In the State of New York alone the capital ·inTested in these cords. While many of the industries have timber .limits more 
industries aggregates, in roUD.ji -numbers, abou.t $60,000,000; the or less extensive of their own, they conserved those by making 
wage-earners about 14,000, exclusive of those employed in out- importation of part of the spruce supply used. While there is 
put of raw material; annual wages paid, over $7,000,000 ; ·annua1 force in the argument of the desirability of reciprocal trade re
value of product, about $40,000,000. These figures are exclusive lati.ons, it must, however, be remembered -that only .about 3 per 
of investments in timber lands and official clerks and for cent of our wood -product enters into the manufacture of paper; 
salaries. and while Canada has a greater supply of spruce, the United 

In the district I have the honor to represent, >including the States has the population, the industries, and, more than all, 
counties of Jefferson, Lewis, and Oswego, there are 28 pulp and · the markets, and a reciprocal trade relation should be based 
paper mills. The capital invested in these industries aggregates upon conditions which do not so far surrender those markets as 
about $16,000,000, exclus1ve of $11,000,000 invested in timber : to jeopardize the _paper and kindr.ed industries. 
lands, with an annual pay roll of over $2,000,000, exclusive of Right here centers the vital question involved in those sched-
output of raw material, and value of product about $11,000,000. ules. Just the extent of the .effect of the taking off of the duty on 

This brief statement shows the growth and importance of this meehanically ground wood pulp .on this and kindred indus.tries 
indush·y and the necessity for its reasonable protection, if it is . may not be determined, but the capital and labor involved in 
to be continued. We have at our very door what at any time that industry deserve recognition. The reduction of the duty 
may become an effective competitor in this industry. ·Canada, on print paper from $6 to $2 per ton is dispToportionnte to the 
with her almost limitless timber lands, her water power, and · reduction on ground wood pulp, and what is there to justify 
fac.ilities fur the manufacture of pulp .and paper, is coveting our · confident belief that results will be beneficial to either or "in the 
markets; and if, through a revision of the tariff, she is given the end result in cheaper paper to the consumer? 
opportunity, she will flood our markets with her pToduct; and There has been a duty on white print paper since the organ
while the result may be to temporarily slightly reduce the price ization of the Government. I here insert schedule of tariff 
of paper, in the end, with our industries prostrated or forced to duties: 
cross the line, she can dictate the price of paper and no benefit Act of July 4, 1789, all paper, n per cent 
as to that would come to the American publisher or consumeT. Act of August 10, 1790, printing paper, 10 per cent. 

These schedules in the pending bill are substantially those Act of May 22, 1824, printing paper, 10 cents per pound. 
recommended by the Committee which m· vestigated the question Act of August 30, 1842, printing paper, 10 cents per pound. 

Act of July 30, 1846, printing paper, 30 per cent ad .-alorem. 
of pulp and paper, known as the " Mann committee." And while Act of March 3, 1863, printing paper, 20 per cent ad valorem. 
I do not agree with some of the conclusions reached by that Act of March 3, 1883, printing paper, sized, 20 per cent ad valorem. 
ComIIll.ttee, I bear tri.btite to the di"stinO"'ln~hed chai·'"'man of •. 1-.~ t Act of March 3, 1883, :Printing paper, unsi.zed, 15 per cent ad valorem. 

o~ L · .UJ.ll.. Act of October 1, 1890 (M.cKinley), printing paper, sized, 20 per 
•committee, whose ability and sincerity of purpose are recog- cent ad valorem. 
nized -by the Members of this House and the country, and also ce:tc~d;.~~~~ii;.r 1, 1890 (McKinley), printing paper, unsized, 15 per 
to the other members of the committee, justly distinguished for Act of August ·27, 1894 (Wilson), printing paper, sized, 15 per cent 
their public service. The fact that I emphatically dissent from .ad valorem. · 
some of the conclusions of the committee as contained in the Act of July 24, 1897 (Dingley) • printing paper, value not over 2 

cents, three-tenths cent per pound-15 per cent-$6 per ton. 
schedules does not deny me this expression of regard for the Act of .July 24, 1897 (Dingley), printing paper, value not over 21 
personnel of the committee. cents, four-tenths cent per pound. 

The change of duties in these schedules from those in the pres- , From this schedule it will be seen that the duty on white 
:ent tariff are, substantially, that mechanically ground wood pulp, _print paper is to-day practically as low as it nas ever been. The 
which now beaTs a duty aggregating about $1.66 a ton, is duty in the present tariff law amounts to $6 a ton, but aho11t 
admitted free from duty, and white print paper, cheaper grades, one-third the average rate of duties under the Dingley Act. It 
on which the PTesent duty is $6 per ton is reduced to $2 per was pTaetically the same unde1· the tariff a.ct of 1883; also the 
ton, nearly all other rates remaining substantiaJly as in the McKinley Act; also the Wilson Act; practically the same during 
present paper, conditional, as to pnper, that all restrictions the past thirty years, and yet during that period of time the 
are removed on the exportation of pulp wood, wood pulp, or price of paper has materially declined. 
printing paper by any .country, dependency, province, or other · It would be relatively as just to credit the tariff with this re
<Subdivision of government making such exportation to the .duction as to charge the tariff with being responsible for the 
United States. 

Those restrictions, as they affect us, relate almost entirely to pre-sent price. The prices of paper during all this period have 
·Canada. While the Provinces of Nava Scotia, New Brunswick, fluctuated, as have the prices of other manufacturing products, 

but the net reslilt ·has been a material decline. There has, how
filld British Columbia have no restriction, Newfoundland has ever, been an increase during the past few years, but it must 
prohibition. Newfoundland has a timber area of 14,000 square be remembered in connection with this that there has been an 
miles. All kinds of timber, pulp wood, and so forth, must be increase in the cost .of production. Since 1890 the hours of 
manufactured in the colony. · 

Ontario, with a timber area of .51,000,000 acres, has prohibi- labor in the industry have been r educed over 9 per cent, while 
at the same time the wages per hour have been increased 20 

tion against the export of timber from crown lands, nearly per cent. During this period the cost of _pulp wood has in-
all of the ·area being crown lands. creased nearly 50 per cent. In the fact, then, that the cost of 

Quebec, with a timber area of 328,-000 square miles, levies a material bas increased about .50 per cent, that wages of those 
license tax of 40 cents per cord on pulp wood, cut on crown employed have increased at least 20 per cent, and that the 
lands, to be mimufactured in Canada; pulp wood, cut on crown hours of labor bave been reduced 9 per cent there may be 
lands, to be manufactured outside of Canada, 65 cents, which found in important part the cause of this increase in the price 
amounts to an export duty on pulp wood of 25 cents per cord. -of paper. As further illustrating the added cost of production, 

As most of the lands in Quebec and Ontario are ·crown lands, it may be stated that at the St. Regis mill, located in the 
and most of OUT importations of ·spruce come from Quebec, county of .Jefferson, one of the largest and most modern mills 
these restrictions, which directly affecf the importation, must, in the State of New York, the cost of production of news 
under the provisions of the above tariff schedules, be removed print paper, excluding depreciation and interest, as shown by 
before the rates of duty under those schedules become available the books of the company, since 1902, has been as follows: 
for Canadian export to the United States. 

Evidently, in framing these schedules, the committee had in Per 100 pounds. 
mind substantially a reciprocal trade relation with Canada. mg~====:::::::::=::::::=:::::::=::::::=::::::=:::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: $f_: ~6 
That in return for free mechanically ground wood pulp .and the 1904----------------------------------------------------- 1. 42 
reduction .o.f from $6 to $2 per ton on white print paper Canada . rno5______________________________________________ 1. 55 
\Yas to remo·rn all -re trietions from .-exports :Of raw material, i~8~:::=::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::=:::==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::=:::::::::=::::::: }: g3 
wood pulp, pulp wood, or paper. 1908 (.January and February>------------------------------ 1. 60 
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This statement, made by a most reliable corporation, and 
officered by able and conservative business men, establishes the 
fact of increased cost of production, which has been a material 
factor in the recent advance in the price of paper. 

But it is now proposed by this measure to reduce the duty on 
white print paper from $6 to $2 a ton. In other words, a reduc
tion of 66 per cent of the duty which has practically been in ef
fect since the organization of the Government, and which is, as it 
stands to-day, but one-third the average rate of duties under 
the existing tariff law. What is there in either the past or 
present history of this industry to · justify this sweeping re
duction? 

In good faith, the rule of equalizing the cost of production 
here and abroad, with reasonable profit to producer, should be 
applied to this as well as to other industries. What evidence is 
there that a duty of $2 a ton will measure the difference in the 
cost of production of white print paper at home and abroad, 
especially in Canada, with a reasonable profit to American 
industrles? 

Again, where is the evidence that if the duty should be ade
quately protective it would, in the end, reduce the price of paper 
to the ..American publishers and the American consumers? 

By reason of the difference in equipment of mills, their dis
tance .from timber lands, and in freight to markets it may be 
difficult to establish the exact difference in the cost of produc
tion here and in Canada. But sufficient facts, I think, can be 
established to demonstrate that $2 per ton will not measure that 
difference. 

First, as to wages. This is to a· certain extent a controverted 
question, but I believe the facts bear out the assertion that while 
the difference in wages paid to skilled labor may not materially 
differ here and in Canada, the wages paid to unskilled labor are 
materially higher here than there. There are employed in these 
mills difi'erent grades of labor, differing in wages from $4 to 
$1.50 per day, and it has been demonstrated by competent e-vi
dence that the wages paid to labor in the woods is about 30 
per cent higher in the United States than in Canada. So that, 
taken as a whole, the wages paid to labor in those industries is, 
I think, more in the United States than in Canada. 

But take the cost of material in which all grades of labor 
enter. Of the products that enter into print paper, about 80 
per cent is spruce or its product. The average cost of spruce 
in Canada during the past year was about $6 per cord, and in 
the United States about $9.50 per cord. The average cost of 
transportation of Cana~ian spruce to American mills is about 
$3 to $3.50 per cord. As it takes a cord and a half of spruce 
to make a ton of paper, it will be seen that there is in the 
material of spruce alone an advantage to the Canadian manu
facturer of more than enough to wipe out the proposed duty 
of $2 per ton. If it be argued that the Canadian producer has 
to pay a greater rate of freight to market his products, credit 
him with that, which was shown before the committee hear
ings to be 60 cents a ton to principal American markets, and 
you still have an advantage to the Canadian manufacturer. of 
more than enough to wipe out the proposed duty, to say nothing 
of the increased cost to American manufacturers of the other 
products that enter into paper. · 

But still further than this, and as emphasizing the necessity 
for the retention of the present duties, the present duty of $6 
per ton has not been prohibitive of the importation of white 
print paper to the United States. During the six months ended 
December 31 last the imports of print paper from Canada 
amounted to 17,493,391 pounds, valued at $335,637. The im
ports of print paper during the period mentioned from all 
countries amounted to 18,734,667 pounds, valued at $445,472. 
From this it will appear that during the period referred to the 
imports from Canada amounted to over 93 per cent of the total 
imports from all countries. 

Again., the imports of print paper from Canada during Jan
uary, 1909, a.mounted to 2,267,226 pounds, valued at $4.2,994. 
Should that rate of import continue, it would amount to, for 
the year 1909, 27,206,712 pounds, valued at $515,928. Thus 
Canada, under the duty of $6 per ton, has been materially and 
rapidly increasing her imports of print paper to the United 
States. In the light of these facts, who can question that, with 

· the duty reduced to $2 per ton, Canada, with her limitless for
ests and facilities for manufacturing, would become a vital com
petitor and flood our markets with her products of print paper, 
displacing in a large measure our indush·ies and labor? It does 
not need a prophetic vision to see that this would be the result
ant effect. The faCt that she can increase her imports to the 
extent that she has under a duty of $6 per ton demonstrates 
that $2 a ton would be entirely inadequate as a measure of pro
tection to our own industries and labor. 

But, added to all this, to reduce this duty, as is proposed by 
this mea.sore, is not in the interest of forest preservation. For 

twenty years and over the question of forest preservation has 
engrossed the minds of the people of the State of New York 
and the country until it has become both a state and national 
question. 

While some of our pulp and paper industries are without, 
most of them have timber limits of greater or less acreage, yet 
they have annually imported an important part of the raw ma
terial used. In doing this they have consen·ed forest preserrn
tion to the extent of their imports and protected their own tim· 
ber limits. 

But with the duty reduced as proposed in these schednles, 
Canada would become a vital competitor, and the competition 
would be so fierce that the owners of American timber limits 
would have to realize on their in-vestments, and in orde1· to 
meet Canadian competition they would be obliged to utilize 
these timber limits, and thus the result would be to destroy 
rather than to conserve forest preservation. This important 
fact should lend material force toward increasing the duty pro
posed. 

But still further than all this, what certainty is "there that 
these reductions of duty would result in cheaper white print 
paper to the American publishers and consillllers? History 
would have to reverse itself if the crippling of American indus
tries in the end resulted in lower prices. TMs was fully rec
ognized in both the partial and final report of the Mann com
mittee. In the preliminary report of that committee, made near 
the close of the first session of the last Congress, a majority 
of the committee reported as follows: 

It would seem that for the American publisher to be assured of low 
prices for bis paper, it is essential to maintain paper mills in the 
United States. Any policy that would give Canadian mills a prefer
ential advantage over American mills i.n obtainlng raw material at a 
lower price must inevitably result in the dism~ntling of American 
paper machines and the ultimate dependence of American publishers on 
Canadian mills. 

In the final report made by the committee at the second ses
sion of the last Congress, the committee unanimously reported 
as follows: 

It is not desirable to strike down or injure the present paper mills 
of the United States. To do so would be not only very expensive to 
the present paper-mm owners and employees, but would probably in 
the future enha12ce tile cost and price of paper. 

Here is recognized the fact that to insure reasonable prices to 
publishers and consumers, American industries must be pro
tected; that to cripple these industries would not only be · in the 
end to ruin the industries and deprive American labor of em
ployment, but make Canada mistress of these industries, and in 
the end place the American publisher and consumer at the 
mercy of Canadian prices, and, once with a monopoly of the 
paper industry, who questions that the price of white paper 
would increase rather than decrease? Such, I believe, would be 
the result should this schedule be enacted into law. 

There is manufactured of print paper in the United States 
nearly as much as · elsewhere in the .world. Nearly 50 per cent 
of that manufactured in the United States is manufactured in 
the State of New York, and a large proportion of that manufac
·tured in the State of New York is manufactured in the district 
I have the honor to represent. So the effect of these proposed 
reductions comes right home to that section. 

This will give an idea of the importance of the schedules to 
that section of the State, and I believe it can be substantiated 
by reliable proof, and, in fact, is generally conceded, certainly 
in that locality, that these industries during the past few years 
ha-ve not shared the general prosperity that has come to the 
other industries of the country. They have been doing busi
ness on a close margin and with small profits. They involve 
large capital and employ thousands of men at good wages; they 
are industries in the prosperity or which the entire people of 
that section are largely interested, and I earnestly urge upon 
the Congress that the final enactment of the schedules shall pro
vide such duties as will give protection to these industries and 
to the labor which has and is developing them. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. KNAPP. Yes. 
Mr. RU\TDELL of Texas. What is the matter with the in

dustry-what is the cause for the decline? 
Mr. KNAPP. I do not say that there is any decline. I say 

they are doing busine::os on a close margin with limited profits. 
l\fr. RANDELL of Texas. They can not stand without pro

tection ; they are not strong enough to stand alone, as I under
stand the gentleman. 

Mr. KNAPP. ~ot if you give the Canadian manufacturer an 
advantage; they can not stand it. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. There is no tariff on wood. 
Mr. KNAPP. But there is an export duty on wood to the 

United States. Under any policy that would give the Canadian 
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manufacturer an advantage over the American manufaeturer, it 
would be to the injury of these mills .. 

While I am not in accord with some of the schedules in this 
bill and bave spoken of· one at length, still ram not in sympathy 
with that indiscriminate, criticism of the bill that would seize 
'on one item or schedule as characterizing the whole measure as 
ill advised. I believe that in the main its resultant effects 
would be to supply the revenues necessary for the support of 
the Government and to promote industrial prosperity beneficial 
to the people~ A general tariff revision always works tem
porary industrial depression. What is demanded by the great 
business interests of the countrY. is not continued agitation, but 
tlw speedy enactment into law of a tariff measure which recog
nizes the principle of protection to American industries and 
labor. With that accomplished, tliere will be a reviYal and a 
renewal of that unrivaled ind'ustrial progress and prosperity 
which has in the past and. will in the future characterize the 
United States. 

l\fr. KUSTERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I am very sorry to see 
so many empty seats in the House, but I prefer Quality to 
quantity. [Laughter.] Anyone-who knows the difficulty of com
piling a tariff bill such as the one before us must say, if he 
wants to be fair, that the committee after all did a pretty good 
job Yes; their work was well done. Of. course, the great 
trouble fs that all human beings are selfish. It was the same 
;with the clothing dealer who had stolen from him a coat hanging 
outside of his store. He ran to catch the thief, but could not 
reach him. Finally he met a policeman, and'. the policeman ran 
with him, but both were unable to catch the thief. The police
man pulled a revolver and was on the point of shootfug the thief 
when the clothing dealer said " Shoot him in the pants, the coat 
is mine.u (Laughter.] We are satisfied to hit the pants of 
other interests, but we must not hit the coat of our own indus
tries. [Laughter.] 

Now, they may say that I am a little bit selfish in saying that 
the duty on barley ought to be a little higher than the committee 
has placed it. It is not for the reason that much barley is raised 
in my State, but if I had to decide for the brewers or the 
farmers, I wouM say give the farmers the advantage, because 
the brewerg do not need it. [Applause.] 

The gentleman from: New York [Mr. KNAPP] spoke of paper. 
That reminds me that- I have some paper factories in my dis
trict, and I am not speaking from a selfish standpoint when 
I suggest a change in the schedule as it appears in the present 
tariff bill. I do not believe that the tariff as it was left on print 

Company into. their home maritet, they d() not take advantage 
of this protection by charging their people unreasonable pri:ces 
for their product .. 

Such, however, under tfi.e protection afforded by the resur
rected little joker, is constantly being done by the Standard 
Oil Company, and the American people are the sufferers to the 
extent of many millions of dollars each yea.r. 

In 1903, when the average price- of American oil in the 
United States was 11 cents per gallon, the New York export 
price was 6 cents per gallon, and the American oil was sold 
i:rr Lond'on for 81 cents, or 2! eents per gallon less than the 
United States on monopoly was furnishing it for in Chicago, 
Washington, or any otheF American city. 

In other words, this great trust was sellingy and is still 
selling, its product cheaper to foreigners than to Ameri:can citi
zens, even after adding the expense of commission and transpoi:
ta tion across the ocean. 

In 1905 the difference in price was e-ven greater than two years 
previous-9i cents in American cities and 5-.8 cents in England. 

Yes, with the aid of that proviso in our former tariff laws, 
all foreign products were kept out and our people left at the 
mercy of that- e-ver-hnngry oil monopoly. 

Figuring that ()Ile-half of the production of mineral oil in the 
United States. was consumed at home, and that on an average 
ot 2 eents· per gallon more were charged the .American citizens 
than the people of European countries, we find that within 
ten years the little joker has brought to the coffers of the 
Standard Oil Company an extra pro.fit of $133)943,880 .. 

No wonder that, according to sta.tisticS', the great monopoly 
was able to make a profit ot $490,315,000 in eight years. 

In summing up, the United States Commissioner of Corpora
tions says: 

Whatever view may be taken as to the advantage of a great combl· 
nation. in furthering the export trade, it is·· entirely cl-ear that the· ad- · 
vantages derived by the American people from that trade are very small 
.compared with the disadvantages imposed upon them by the Standard's 
monopoly at home. .American consumers might, fol" the sake of main
taining a . large foreign trade and th.erehy benefiting American. industry, 
be willing temporarily t<>" pay prices· a. little higher than are charged 
for the same product abroa.d. That .A.merfcan consumers, however, 
should be compelled to pay· prices so high that, when an immense 
quantity of oil is. sold b~ the Standard in foreign countries on the 
basis of little. or no profit, the total profit on domestic and foreign 
business combined should be 50 or 60 per c.ent per annum on its capital 
is a.n obvious injustice. 

The prices charged by the Standard Oil Company in the United 
States are, on the average, altogether excessive, and they have greatly 
increased during recent years. 

paper, at $2 a ton, is sufficient protection; and I believe the With a profit. of 50 to SO per cent on its capital, the Standard 
time will come, when the American competition is ruined, that Oil Company would not have felt the pa:yment of the $29,000,000 
then the publishers will pay more for their paper than they are fine for unlawful rebating as much a.s a man of limited means 
paying to-day. in paying a fine of $10- or $25 for- committing some unlawful act, 

There is one matter that I am particularly interested in, be- but as the result of engaging the best of legal talent a hole was 
cause I started the fight a year or more ago. I want to see the I found for the great trm1t to crawl through and escape the pay-
little " petroleum joker " removed from the ta.riff bill. ment of any fine. 

The words in one of the popular songs of the day give a fair I do not know what induced our Ways and l\feans Committee 
illustration of the experience of the little petroleum or Standard to leave in the proviso, in the face of the marry protests from 
Oil joker in the present tariff bill. the American people, but I suppose the same well-paid lawyers 

These words would be very applicable to th.e petroleum item that pleaded for the great trust in the courts succeeded in con-
if changed as follows: vincing the members of that committee that the little joker mus.t 

I walked right .out be replaced· in the bill to save the Standard Oil Company from 
.A:n.d turned around financial ruin 
.And walked right in again. Mr. RANDELL of Texas- Will the gentleman yield for a 

I had the positive assurance that the cunning little proviso question? 
which has served its purpose for so many years had been put out l\fr. KUSTERMANN. Yes. 
of existence by the Ways and Means Committee and buried, and l\fr. RANDELL of Texas. Does the gentleman not think that 
now you may imagine my astonishment when, in looking over perhaps the position of Mr. John D. Rockefeller in the last elec
the new tariff bill, I found the joker resurrected, ft.gain standing tion had something to do with it'l 
before me in all its wickedness~ Mr. KUSTERMANN. I do not know, sir. 

Yes; the little joker is again: in evidence, ready to con- The few so-called "independent companies,'' handling about 
tinue the work of taking twelve to fifteen millions ot dollars 15 per cent of the output, perhaps urged that the Joker be left 
()Ut of the pockets of our people every single year and adding in, yet ev.ery one of these companies is entirely at the mercy 
!it to the vast profits of the greatest trust on ear_th. of the Standard Oil Company,. not one of them bcing able to con-

This little joker does not to any extent benefit our Treasury, tinue in business one day if the great trust did not think it to 
nor does it pring us any revenue, but it does exact 3 to 4 its advantage to let them live and do its bidding. 
cents more per gallon out of the consumers of oil in this coun- The American producer of crude oil is put forth to shield the 
try than the Standard: Oil Company, in competition with Rus- StandaL'd Oil Company, while not one of them would! be affected 
sian oil, sells the same article for in Europe. by the removal o:f the little joker. 

This was clearly sh.own by an investigation held a few years The great monopoly, no matter what its earnings, was never 
ago before the United States- Commissioner of Corporations. known to pay more for crude oil than it was obliged to pay. 

From his report the following facts are gleaned : If any of the Members of this House expect to find a soul in 
Russia's oil supply in 1900 exceeded that of the United Sta.tes by this corporation; they make a serious mistake. 

over 12,000.000 barrels. Mr. FERRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
It is the only oil-producing country outside. of the United a moment? 

States that, in addition to supplying its own needs,, has a large Mr. KUSTERMA.NN. Yes. 
sm-plus to sell to other countries.. Mr FERRIS. 1 dislike very much: to interrupt the gentleman, 

In spite of' the fact that a high tariff protects- tfi.e Russian but I am deeply interested in the statement that he made, and 
oil companies against the intrusions of the Standard Oil I hope it will not disturb him to ask him this question. I would 
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like to hear the gentleman a little further on the proposition 
that it will not affect the independent producer at all. I am 
anxious to get all the information I can on that proposition. 

l\lr. KUS'.rERl\IANN. The independent refiners? There are 
only 15 per cent of them. 

Mr. FERRIS. I think the gentleman is mistaken about that. 
I think it is about 80 per cent. 

l\fr. KUSTERMANN. Oh, the gentleman means the producer 
of the crude oil? 

l\lr. FEURIS. Yes. 
Mr. KUSTERMANN. Does the gentleman think that the 

Standard Oil Company, with 55 to 60 per cent interest on their 
investment now, would pay less for crude oi~ if by. stri~g out 
the countervailing duty the Standard Company 1s obliged to 
sell oil to Americans at the same rate as it is now selling to the 
. people of Europe? 

l\fr. FERRIS. My understanding of the gentleman's state
ment was this: That removing the duty on oil would in no wise 
affect the independent producer. As I gathered the inference 
from the statement, it was that they were merely put out by 
the Standard Oil Company. ' 

l\lr. KUSTERl\.IANN. The Standard Oil Company is the 
greatest producer, of course-85 per cent of all refined oils . . 

l\fr. FERRIS. I am inclined to think that is not correct. I 
think there is about 80 per cent produced by the independent 
producer. 

l\lr. K"'~S'l'ERMANN. Of the crude oil; yes. The Standard 
buys that from them and it makes its own price. 

Mr. FERRIS. I think that is true. 
l\lr. KUSTERl\IANN. If they were cut down in their profits 

somewhat, does the gentleman really think that they would pay 
the producers of crude oil any less? They would not be able to 
get it then. 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman allow me one suggestion 
there? 

Mr. KUSTERl\IA~'N. Yes. 
l\lr. HARDY. It is simply this, that the Standard Oil Com

pany does not go out and hunt for oil or take any chances. That 
company occupies the position of the ·producer of the coal oil 
of this country because in every field it prices the crude prod
uct and takes it at its own price. They are in the attitude of 
the producer, and, instead of 20 per cent of the oil, really control 
100 per cent. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Will the gentleman permit a 
further interruption? 

l\fr. KUSTERMANN. Yes; if I am given the time, I am 
willing to stay all night. 

l\fr. SMITH of California. It seems to me that the gentleman 
ought to make some distinction between the effect of repeaHng 
this countervailing duty on the crude oil and on the refined. 
Now it is the fact, as everyone acquainted with the oil busi
ness' ot the country knows, that the Standard is not a producer 
of oil. 

Mr. KUSTERl\IANN. No, not to any great extent. 
Mr. SMITH of California. It is interested in buying oil, and 

if it could buy in Mexico or in Canada more cheaply than it 
could from any of the fields in the United States, it would be 
most happy to do it, and to have the countervailing duty re
pealed. How it may affect refined oil I am not caring to dis
cuss at this time, but it is perfectly plain that it would be to 
the interest of the Standard to buy its crude stock where it 
could buy it the cheapest, and therefore-

Mr. KUSTERl\IANN. Does the gentleman not think the 
Standard Oil Company is doing it now? The Standard is not 
led by sympathy, but simply aims to buy where it can get it the 
cheapest. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Yes. 
l\Ir. KUSTERMANN. Certainly. 
·Mr. Sl\HTH of California. And if the company can buy in 

~1exico cheaper than in the United States and bring it in with
out paying any duty, then I believe it would be glad to see the 
counten·ai.ling duty repealed. 

Mr. KUSTERl\IANN. If the gentleman is disturbed about 
conditions in Mexico, I can read him something written by some 
one who knows Mexico can not supply us. Here it is: 

OIL A.""\D THE TARIFF. 

Independent oil producers are worried ·1est reduction of the tariff 
on crude oil should enable the Standard Oil Comp.ally to engulf the 
producln_g branch of the tr·ade. . 

The oil trust controls about 80 per cent of the refining busmess. 
The Independent oil producers fear the trust may import Mexican 
petroleum and subject them to a price cut they can not stand. Or, at 
least, that is what they tell our legislators at _washington. 

The oil trust like the steel trust. owes 1ts success to methods, 
proces es, and ~pecial equioment which e?able it to produce and 
market refined oil at prices that defy competition. 

But, for two reasons, It ls not at all likely to introduce Mexican 
petroleum into ~his country. In the first place1 ~exicru:t oi.l production 
is ver·y largely m the hands of German and British cap1tahsts. In the 
second place, Mexico does not produce enough oil for her own ncetls. 

As long as perfection of process enables the ~tandard Oil Company 
to ship millions of dollars worth of its prnducts uno ~uexico each year.! 
in the face of a heavy tariff, American independent oil well men neea 
not worry. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I have read that article, but I 
think there are a good many things about the l\Iexico oil fields 
that the author of it does not know. 

Mr. STANLEY. Does not the gentleman think that in the 
greater part of these crude oils, the oil wells of the United 
States, nominally owned by the independent producers, this oil 
is piped from the independent well to the refineries of the . 
Standard,. and this extensive piping serves a double purpose? 
It destroys the individual initiative of the producers and pre
vents their selling to anybody but the Standard Oil Company . 
At the same time, it will prevent the Standard Oil Company 
from going into Mexico or the markets of Europe to buy oil, 
where they do not have the;.~ facilities for transportation. 

Mr. KUSTERMANN. That is true. 
Mr. WHE.B.;LER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KUSTERMANN. Certainly. 
l\lr. WHEELER. Did I understand that the gentleman stated 

the price was entirely contingent on what the Standard Oil was 
willing to give? 

Mr. KUSTER1\1ANN. I believe so. 
Mr. WHEELER. Now, I have the honor to represent the 

District in which the Standard began its work. The first well 
producing petroleum is only 18 miles from my present home. 
It is just over the line in Crawford County. That was fifty 
years ago. The independent refiners were driven out in the 
beginning, but there are a good ·many of them to-day. There 
are 7 in one of the towns of my district, and I can think of two 
or three more independent refineries all of whom buy their oil 
separate and outside entirely of the Standard Oil Company. 
Some of them ha >e put in pipe lines and pay a little better 
price than the Standard Oil Company, so that the industry, 
instead of being crowded and squeezed out so far as my district 
is concerned, is groTI""ing, and every person in it seems in favor 
of keeping that countervailing duty on oil. I have recei>ed no 
communication from the · Standard Oil Company. From the in
dependent refiners and small producers I have received in
numerable letters, telegrams, and petitions in favor of retaining 
the countervailing duty. Yesterday I received ~ petition with 
1,155 names urging keeping the countervailing duty on oil. 

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. The same is true of the 
West Virginia field. 

1\Ir. SIL\IS. Had not they rather have a straight ad Yalorem 
duty and no countervailing duty, say, of 20 or 25 per cent? 
That is the information that comes to me. . 

Mr. KUSTER.l\IANN. Some of the independent companies, 
perhaps reluctantly defending the Standard Oil Company, as 
they are forced to do, recently published a pamphlet in which 
it is stated that the output of the oil fields of Mexico would 
surely ruin the oil producers of the United States if the joker 
was removed from the tariff bill and Mexican oil allowed to 
come in untaxed. 

I have it on good authority that this statement is considered 
a huge joke in Mexico; that their supply of oil is very limited, 
hardly sufficient to supply their own needs. 

l\Ir. SMITH of California. Will the gentleman yield at that 
point? 

Mr. KUSTERltlANN. Certainly. 
l\Ir. SMITH of California. How recent is the information 

upon which y6u base that opinion that the production is very 
limited in l\Iexico? 

Mr. KUSTERMANN. I got this about a week or two ago. 
l\Ir. SMITH of California. Surely the writer had not heard 

from Mexico within six or eight months or a year. 
Mr. KUSTER.l\IANN. A circular published by the inde

pendent companies simply expresses a fear of a large output 
in years to come. It says that the principal oil fields in Mexico 
at the present time are at Ebano, where eight wells, some of 
them 2 years old, produce an average of about 1,000 barrels a 
day. This ought not to scare American producers. Remember 
that the circular was issued by the independent companies. 

Mr. Sl\IITH of California. By somebody who did not know 
anything about it. It is very well known in the West that a 
very large field, a very rich field, has been developed in :Mexico 
that is just being brought out, and under exceedingly favorable 
contHtioni::, ns to roya lties. :Mexico is in the oil business. 

Mr. KUSTERMANN. That must be very late, because this 
last year we exported to Mexico, in order to supply her needs, 
17,523,446 gallons of oil. 
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, Mr. SMITH of California. That may all be true. the independent producer? Do I understand from your remarl,rs, 

Mr. KUSTERl\IAi.~N. These matters all spring up at a given directly or by inference, that they were tools of the Standar~ 
time-you Jmow when we have the naval bill up we always Oil Company and acted bec~use they were forced to act, or are 
bear of a · war with Japan [laughter], and they come here they deluded as to the merits of the proposition? 
with this great supply of oil in Mexico when the tariff bill is up. .Mr. KUSTERl\fANN. Oh, no. They are pretty clear-headed 
[Laughter and applause.] people, but they are forced to act as they are acting by the 

Mr. STANLEY. Will the gentleman yield for just a question? Standard Oil Company. · 
Mr. KUSTERMANN; With pleasure. Mr. FERRIS. By reason of the Standard Oil Company own-
Mr. STANLEY. Has l\Iexico an export duty on oil? ing the pi_pe lines, or what? 
Mr. KUSTERMA1\"'N. No; only an import duty. :Mr. KUSTERMANN. In every way. D<;> you think that the 
How scared the Mexican oil producers are of the Standard Standard Oil Company, if it was not to its advantage, would 

Oil octopus is evidenced by the fact that they induced their let the independents live a single day? I do not believe the 
Government to place an import duty of $6.63 on every barrel Standard would. 
of refined oil brought into l\Iexico. . Mr. GILLESPIE. May I ask the gentleman from Wisconsin 

If it were true, as is claimed by the agents of the trust, that a question? 
the supply of oil in l\Iexico is almost without limit, it would Mr. KUSTERMANN. Certainly. 
then be a source of regret that the people of this country were Mr. GILLESPIE. The gentleman stated at the beginning of 
pre>ented from getting oil from so near by a point at somewhat his remarks that he had been assured that this joker was going 
reasonable prices. out. Now, will the gentleman tell the House whether he got 

With the little joker out of the way, probably not a drop that from authority; and if so, what authority? 
more of oil would be sent into this country from Russia than at Mr. KUSTERiUANN. r considered it good authority. 
present enters the United States. The oil trust would keep out Mr. GARRETT. l\fay r ask the gentleman a question? How 
all foreign oil products by bringing their prices on a level, or much revenue have we been getting out of the present counter-
perhaps a little below those of foreign competitors. · vailing duty? 

True, removing the little joker may reduce the annual profits l\fr. KUSTERMANN. In about ten or twelve years between 
of the Standard Oil Company from 55 or 60 per · cent, as esti- $ $3 
mated by the United States Commissioner of Corporations, to 25,ooo and 0,000 of import duty. Those must have been 

samples that were sent over here. [Laughter.] 
perhaps 40 or 45 per cent, which will still be a very satisfactory .l\Ir. GARRETT. Out of even a protective duty upon the 
return on the sum iin-ested. crude oil we would get more revenue than out of the counter-

Great, however, will be the joy of the American people over vailing duty, would we not? 
the removal of the pro>iso that has forced them to pay ex- Mr. KUSTERMANN. 1 should not wonder. 1 believe we 
cessive prices for so necessary an article as petroleum and its would. 
products. 

The regulation of the trusts was one of the main planks in Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman if 
the Ilepublican as well as in the Democratic platform. he has discoyered a similar joker in the coffee schedule as ·that 

After unsuccessful efforts by courts and commissions, r say he has so well ·explained as to the Standard Oil? 
Jet Congress regulate the Standard Oil trust by removing the 1\Ir. KUSTER.MANN. I was so occupied in looking into this 
little joker, and thus force the great monopoly to a decent treat- little joker I could not look for any other joker. 
ment of the people of the United States. l\1r. STEPHENS of Texas. I wish the gentleman would give 

There· is no one in this House that is more in favor of pro- an experience of a similar character as to the coffee schedule. 
tecting American industries and American labor than I am, but l\Ir. KUSTER.MA.i~N. I will say that I am very much against 
I am also in favor of giving protection to the American people jokers in any form. [Laughter.] . 
against the extortions of the Standard Oil or any other trust. Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I would like to as~ the 
How patriotic this monopoly you see from the fact that the gentleman .~hat pe~c~nta~e ?f the tota~ cost of crude oll the 
tin plate for the cans used in their export trade, to the amount of labor co~9-itions existmg m its production bear? . . 
several miIIion dollars a year, is purchased in England, and the I l\Ir. KUS!ERMANN. The g~n~leman can get th:it all m .a 
tax i refunded to them under the drawback clause in the tariff report pubhshed by the Commissioner of Corporations. It is 
bill. This, in the face of the fact that a number of our own a report of about two or three thousand pages, and I read most 
tin plate factories and thousands of employees last year were of it, but I do not remember. I would not be able to answer 
kept idle. The 47 ships of the Standard Oil Company were all that question. 
built in foreign counh·ies and are sailing under foreign flags. 1\Ir. HUGHES of New Jersey. It is comparatiYely insigni.fi-

No Member of Congre s can go before his constituents in the cant, is it not? 
next election and defend his course if he >oted to continue the Mr. KUSTERMANN. I suppose so. 
proviso which enables the great monopoly to extort millions of Mr. HUBBA.RD of West Virginia. Let me ask in what tariff 
dollars every . year from the pockets of the American people. legislati~~ this little joker, or the like of it, first appeared? 
[Loud applause.] l\Ir. KUSTERl\lANN. In the Wilson tariff bill. 

Mr. SMITH of California. If the duty were entirely taken Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. What did the Wilson biII 
off from oil, whence would come the importation that would re- provide? 
duce the J?rice in this country? . 1\Ir. KUSTERMANN. The Wilson bill provided that the duty 

l\I~. K,USTERMANN~. W.hy, Russia would stand ready to be countervailing, but not more than 40 per cent; while, I 
f.urmsh it to us. Russia eight years ago produced 12,000,000 will say the present countervailing duty makes it all the way 
barrels more than the United States did. They have an ample from 75 'to 150 per cent. 
supp~y. . . Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Then, that little joker 
M~. Sl\IITH of Cahforma. I thought you. stated a moment was similar to this one? 

ago ~n the c~urse of your remarks that Russia probably would l\fr. KUSTERl\fANN. The Democrats ere t bl · th 
not lIDport 011. . w 0 . ame 1;11 e 

Mr. KUSTERMANN. No. because the Standard will come ?rst ~la~e. The Repubhcans, however, ma~e a serious fillStake 
d t d t fi [A 1 ] m thmking that the Democrats had anything that was really 

own o a ecen gure. pp ause. good [Laughter] 
l\fr. SIMS. l\fay I ask the gentleman from Wisconsin a ques- · · 

tion, as he seems to be authority on the subject. 'Vould it not . Mr. RANDELL 0~? Texas. May I ask }he gentleman .a .q?es
be better to accept eYen a protective . tariff duty on crude oil ~io~ .on that matter: It ha~ been .brou,,,ht out tl?-at this ~1ttle 
than to retnin the countervailing provision with free trade in oil? J?ker fi~st appeared m the Wilso~ bill. Was that m the Wilson 

l\fr. KUSTERi\IA...."l\'N. Certainly; if crude oil needs protec- bill as i~.passed the House or as it _was enacted into la~? 
tion, I ha>e no objection to a specific rate. l\fr. KUSTERMANN. I was not m the House at the time and 

Mr. SMITH of California. The ·.rate specific compared with do not lmow. 
Mexico, of cour e, is absurdly high now, $1.84 a crude barrel, . Mr. ~ANDELL of Texas. ~s a matter of fact, the WiJson 
when oil is worth nbout 60 cents in California. A specific or bill .as it passed the ~ouse ~mght - ~e chargeable to the Demo
direct protectile duty is just as satisfactory as this so far as I cratic party. · The Wilson b1U as it passed the Senate would 
am concerned. ' not necessarily be classed that way. Is it not a fact that when 

Mr. FERRIS. Will ·the gentleman yield? it was put in it was understood that it was meant to rob the 
• 1.Ir. KUSTERMANN. Yes. American people? 
Mr. FERRIS. I nm very much of the same belief as the Mr. KUSTERMA...~. It would be too bad if the Democrats 

gentleman who occupies the floor, yet I want to get his position understood it that way and still passed it. - I understand both 
on this proposition. To what do yo!l attribute the activity of the House and Senate were Democratic at that time. 

XLIV- 20 
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Mr. RA1'TDELL .of 'T&as. J:n both the Democratic and Re
publican parties special corporations and special interests 'have 
some ·people tha.t he1p them, and rthey get in their work even in 
Congress; and is it not a fact that the Republicans haye let 
that little joker stay in there and put it in a worse form than 
when it first came in? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman 'from Wis
consin permit me right there? 

1\Ir. KUSTERMANN. I will yield to my colleague; yes. 
l\fr. DOOPER of Wisconsin. I :was in the House when the 

Wilson-Gorman bill was enacted into law. I was a1so in the . 
House when the Wilson and Dingley bills ;became :laws. 

I do not beliern that more than four men-and if four, I 
do not lrnow who they were-..:knew that ithe joker was in either 
bill. I went on the stump and made several speeches, in which 
I was very careful to say that there was :no tariff on coal oil. 
There is not a man on the floor of this House, I believe, but 
what made the same st1ttement in stump speeches. 

1\Ir. LANGLEY. I did. 
1\fr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Here is one. 
Mr. KUSTERA-IANN. I did ·so myself. 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Nobody knew the joker was in 

the law · except the men who '.PUt it in. Haw it was put in I :do 
not know, but it was put in without the knowledge ·of but very 
few Members in eitber body; and then, to the :surprise of every
body, somebody .a.isco>ered the joker long after tile Dingley .bill 
had been passed and be<!ame a law. 

1\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas. You object to it? 
Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. I do object to :it. 

1\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas. And you -admit that it .is not 
.necessary? 

l\fr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I do. 
Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then why _put it in the present 

:bill? 
Mr. COOPER .of Wisconsin. Il I get an opportunity, I will 

vote against keeping it in the .present bill. 
l\1r. STEPHENS of Texas. Will we get that opportunity? 
Mi:. .COOPER of Wisconsin. I do no.t know. 
Mr. STEPHEN'S of Texas. I would like to ex.tort from the 

gentleman his opinion as to whether we will get that op
portunity? 

hlr. COOPER of Wisconsin. You can not :extort :from me 
what I haYe not got to im_part. 

l\fr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise to make 
some remarks .upon this subject if there ls no one else who is 
to be recognized. 

The :CHAIRMAN. The Chair knows ·of no one else to be 
Tecognized at this time. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make 
some remarks upon this subject while it is being considered 
and occup'ies the attention of the press of the ·country and of the 
Members of the House at this particular juncture rather than 
wait until it may come up Tor debate again. I have never looked 
.lnto the history 'Of this countervailing duty very cru.·efully, 
but .I do not know why it should be called a "joker."'' It is 
written in the law in ·plain type and a plentitnde of words to 
attract ·everybody"'s .attention. Everybody knows that it bas 
been the law for many years. To call it a "joker" is to inti
.mate ·that it :has ·some-secret .and special meaning which does not · 
·appear on its face. 

Now, I f:mey that the Mexican ·Government-and that is the 
one that I have in mind, for it is the great threatening nation 
in this matter-must have placed :its present high duties on 
crude and refined oil for revenue purposes, for it is ·only within 
the last few years that this .industry has been :projected into 
tlla.t country~ and while it was a buyer -it surely ·would not ·put 
these very hlgh rates on unless it felt that it needed ,the revenue 
it would get out of it. I think notbjng can particularly justify 
the present rate of duty in our hill, as measured by the Mexican 
rate. As stated °in a publication of recent date, they are paying 
"$1.84 duty a barrel "for crude oil of 42 gallons to the barrel, , 
and no one wonld undertake to say that the oil industry in the 
United ·states needed any such :phenomenal i:ate ·of import -duty 
for· its protection. Oil at tbe wen's mouth in California sells .at 
60 cents, and that is considered a very .go.od price, .and it does 
not need any protection equal to three or four -times the cost -0f 
the ·Oil. 

Oil, more than any other product in the world, is :the most 
·difficult to move, but that is a factor 'that I may speak of a 
little later. It is true, of course, that a wonderful monopoly 
has grown up in this country in the .transportation .and in -the 1 

11~efining ·and sale of oil. "But it has been due ehiefly to the ! 
.tfa-:vor:itism which the Standard Oil Campany has 'been ·able ·to ' 
enjoy in :th~ ·transportation -of -ail. If the Hepbl:1rn -rate law 
can be vigorously and fully enforced, the Standard Oil monopoly 

will be broken up in this cormtry as sure as the stm will rise 
to-morrow. It has no adYantage over other people in the re
finement of oil, .a:nd if others can get the same rates of trans
portation, they can distribute the oil; they are doing so now. 
The Standal'd Oil Company has bad a strong competitor in the 
Union Oil Company, which is established in California, and in 
the last two or three years, when the agitation for fair treat
ment in transportation seemed likely to be realized, a refinery 
was built at Port Harford at a cost of a million and a half 
dollars for the purpose of treating oil and entering the markets 
of this country ·and of the world in competition with the Stand
ard Oil Company. The Union Oil Company is extending its 
business all the time. 

It has established a line of tank steamers to the Isthmus of 
Panama, it has laid a pipe line aeross the Isthmus, und has tank 
steamers on the Atlantic which are entering into active com
petition with the Standard Oil Company in all the markets of 
this country and of the world. 

But the production of crude oil in this country is the smn.11 
man's business; not exactly the poor man's business, for it takes 
considerable money, but it bas drawn to itself the cooperation or 
pooling of more small sums of mmiey in a common business 
than any business that I have ever known; and as it is curried 
on throughout the West now it is the business of the com
·paratively small capitalist. It is done almost entirely on the 
leasing of lands, not the purchase. 

Mr. ·SIMS. From the standpoint of the prodnce.r, do yon 
thin:k it would be 'better to keep this bill as it i . , or repeal the 
counter>ailing duty and put a straight duty on it? 

.Mr. SMITH of California. I will speak of that in a !!lOmcnt. 
Leases are "fr.equently of only 5 or 10 acres each, and they 
drill 1 well to ·about 2 acres. So you see it is not a monopolistic 
or capitalistic affair at all. When a mau secures a lease .he 
capitalizes his company -and proceeds to sell stock, and we 
all buy. 

I have some now that I will sell to you if yon want it. We 
gamble on the ·outc.ome of his territory, -and eyery servant, and 
every workman, and every merchant, and every bank.er, and 
everybody else buys stoek. 'If they .get a well tbey make some 
money; -and if they do not, why, they have had a good time any
how. At any rate they go at it again the next op;portunity thai: 
is o1Iered, and ·the deve1opment of the great oil p roduction In 
-(JaJifornia, which now reaches into the millions and millions of 
barrels per annum, has been by the contributions of com
paratively small capitalists, or people of comparatively small 
means. 

Now, within the 'last year or two a very large and rich oil 
neld has been discovered in Mexico. Any figures that were 
written six months a_go are not worth the paper they are written 
on to establisb the conditions of the business in that countr.y_ 
I am :personally aeqnainted with gentlemen who have gone down 
there and secured exceedingly favorable concessions from the 
Mexican Government as to royalties and extent of territory, so 
that they are now becoming the strongest oil producers in the 
Wt}rld. Under those circumstances, i ·say, the crude-oil produ'.
cers of this country need some protection, just as .much as :the 
farmer and the · timber 1men a:nd ·the miner need some protection, 
to keep away the competition that has an unfair advantage m 
the situation. 

.l\Ir. HUGHES of New J'ersey. Right there I should like to 
ask the gentleman why he needs that protection? Is it to 
enable him to get more for his oil than it is worth, or does the 
gentleman put it on the ground, as so many gentlemen do, that 
it is :necessary to equalize the cost of labor in the production 
·O:f the l\I-ex:ican oil and the American oil? 

l\Ir. Sl\IITH of California. To equalize the cost of labor .and 
a1so to equalize the cost of the territory, or the royalties that 
have to be paid in Mexico and in the United States for the 
privilege ·Of <lrilling for -Oil. The Mexican Government has 
given these parties going in there of recent years extraordinm-y 
rprivileges in drilling for oil, and a very small royalty is ex
acted for it. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. The American Government 
does not exact any royalty. 

Mr.- S1\.IITH ·o'.f California. No ; but the American· citizen gets 
this privilege of drilling for oil from another private citizen, 
and has to pay a. greate'r royalty in order to produce oil than 
they b.ave to pay to the Mexican Government. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Then the ,gentleman does take 
the position that he wants -enough tarilI to make the _production 
of oil profitable? 

Mr. ·smTH of-Oalifornia. Yes, sir. 
Mr. 'HUGHES of New Jersey. Wbittever amount that may be'? 
Mr. SMITH of 10aliforn)a.. . Yes, siT. I always wrtte protec· 

tion with a capital "P." I am not at all afraid of .the word. 
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I want it for the protection of the comparatively small capi

talists who are producing the crude oil in this country. 
Now, so far as the Standard Oil Company is concerned, I am 

sure I have no occasion .to defend it, but in my opinion if it 
were here now and had the decision of this question it would 
strike out this provision in the law with reference to counter
vailing duties. I want to be polite to the gentleman from Wis
consin, and yet I am inclined to use the word "absurd" when 
he says that Russia can invade this country with her oil, in com
petition with the Standard and other companies here, and beat 
down the price of oil. They would not get a mile inland until 
they met transportation facilities which the Standard Oil Com
pany already has and marketing facilities in the way of tank
age, and so forth, in the different cities with which they could 
not compete. 

Our competitor in oil is Mexico, and the Standard is just as 
willing to buy there as in the United States; and if it could buy 
oil in Mexico cheaper than in the United States and bring it in 
here, it would do so and leave the American oil producer with 
his wells shut down and nothing doing at all. 

'rhis provision is in no sense in the interest of the Standard 
Oil Company as a transporter, refiner, or seller of oil, but it is 
in the interest of the producer. 

As to the countervailing provision or a specific duty, I should 
say that in the logic of the thing I should favor a specific duty. 
No one can justify a duty of $1.84 a barrel on crude oil and 
$4 or $5 or $6 on refined oil; and if it should be the judgment 
of the committee and the House that that provision should be 
strkken out and a specific duty be placed on crude oil, it would 
satisfy the people of California probably better than this, and 
it would be more logical. It seems quite plain to me that if we 
pass this and adjourn, there is great probability that Mexico 
may call her Congress together and repeal her duty. 

She no longer has any necessity for the duty, having discov
ered her own supply of oil, and it is no longer a revenue pro
ducer for her, and therefore she would be content to wipe it 
out that she might be permitted to get into our markets. 
· Mr. STEJPHE:NS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Certainly. 
Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Can the gentleman inform us 

whether the House will be permitted. to offer an amendment 
to this? 

l\Ir. SMITH of California. I do not know; but if left to me, 
you would not have a chance to -change many provisions of the 
bill. I am frank to say that. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. SIMS. I would like to say to the gentleman that the 
specific or ad valorem duty would bring something into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Yes; if any oil came in. 
Mr. SIMS. Of course, if any oil came in. 
l\Ir. VREELAND. l\Ir. Chairman, I do not rise for the pur

po e of taking any time of the committee, but I merely want to 
say that I am, to a small extent, responsible in urging the 
Ways and Means Committee to retain this countervailing clause 
in the bill. I do it in response to the request of thousands of 
men in my district who are engaged in the production of oil. 
I do it in behalf of 500,000 American citizens who are engaged 
in producing oil every day in the year, who are bringing out of 
the earth nearly half a million dollars worth of mineral wealth 
every day the sun rises, for the benefit of the American people. 
I know nothing of what the Standard Oil Company desires. 
I merely rise at this time to say that I have asked for time, 
and at the proper time shall endeavor to explain to the House 
the reason why the oil producers of the United States are in 
favor of having this small amount of protection retained in the 
bill. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I understood the statement 
to be made a few minutes ago by some one that this countervail
ing duty clause in the present bill and in the Dingley bill were 
the same as that in the Wilson bill. I remember having made 
an investigation about that, and I feel pretty sure that that 
statement is not correct. 

1\Ir. VREELA.l~. I can say to the gentleman that the coun
tervailing clause in the Wilson bill was the same as at present, 
except instead of making the duty the same as the country im
posing the duty on American oil, it made a flat rate of 40 per 
cent against any duty imposed on American petroleum. 

Mr. GARRETT. I thought that statement as a matter of 
historic interest should be corrected. 

l\fr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee ·do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the . Speaker having re

sumed the chair, l\fr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of the 

Whole House ~n the state of the Union, reported that that com
mittee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff 
bill, and had come to no resolution thereon. · 

WIT HD RAW AL OF PAPERS. 

Mr. CooPEB of Wisconsin, by unanimous consent, was given 
leave to withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving 
copies, the papers in the case of J. B. Martin, Sixtieth Oongress, 
no adverse report having been made thereon. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey, by unanimous consent, was 
given leave to withdraw from the files of the House, without 
leaving copies, the papers in the case of Eugene L. Smith, Six
tieth Congress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 

LEAVE Olf ABSENCE. 

:Mr. HAMILL, by unanimous consent, was given leave of ab
sence for five days, on account of a death in his family. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

J\fr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 5 minutes p. m.) the House 

adJourned until to-morrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Postmaster
General, transmitting a schedule ·of papers and documents not 
needed in the transaction of the public business (H. Doc. No. 3, 
pt. 2), was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to the 
Committee on Disposition of Useless Executive Papers and 01·
dered to be printed. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions was 
discharged from consideration of the bill (H. R. 1618) grant
ing an increase of pension to James F. Kilburn and the same 
was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo· 
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows : 

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 4814) for the establishment 
of a national tubercular sanitarium in the State of Colorado 
for persons afllicted with tuberculosis-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 4815) to provide for the erec
tion of an extension to the federal building at Springfield, Mo., 
and to appropriate money for the same-to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4816) for the relief of postal employees
to the Committ"'~Qn the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4817) to amend an act to authorize the 
employment of volunteers to aid in enforcing the laws and pro
tecting public property, approved March 3, 1863-to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4818) providing for the taking over by the 
United States Government of the confederate cemetery at 
Springfield, Mo.-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

.Also, a bill ( H. R. 4819) to amend sections 2 and 3 of the 
act of June 27, lSVO, in relation to pensions, etc.-to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 4820) to establish 
a biological and fish-cultural station in the Twenty-third Con., 
gressional District of Illinois-to the Committee on the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

· Also, a bill (H. R. 4821) to amend an act entitled "An act 
granting pensions to certain enlisted men, soldiers and officers, 
who ser>ed in the civil war and the war with Mexico," ap
proved February 6, 1907-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4 22) granting pensions to all enlisted 
men, soldiers and officers, who served in the civil war or the 
war with Mexico--to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HARRISON: A bill (H. R. 4823) to amend the law 
of patent designs-to the Committee on Patents. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 4824) to acquire the manuscript of 
Charles Chaille Long, containing an account of the unveiling 
of the McClellan statue-to the Committee on .Appropriations. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: A bill (H. R. 4825) for the relief of 
the State of New Hampshire-to the Committee on Claims. 
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By Mr. CAMERON: A bill (H. R. 4826) providing for the ex
change and payment by the United States of certain Pima 
County, Ariz., railroad bonds validated by Congress, and for 
other purposes-to tbe Committee on the Territories. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4827) to provide for the payment of certain 
railroad bonds of the county of Coconino which have been 
funded into territorial bonds of the Territory of Arizona, and 
for other purposes-to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 4828) to provide for the 
purchase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon 
at Lewisburg, in the State of Tennessee-to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. McKINL.AY of California: A bill (H. R. 4829) ap
propriating money to perform the work described in the special 
report of the California Debris Commission, . with regard to 

- future operations for the control of mining debris, improving 
navigability, and providing for the control of floods on the 
Sacramento and Feather rivers of California, dated June 30, 
1907, and printed with the Annual Report of the Chief of 
Engineers of the United States Army for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1907. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4830) establishing regular terms of the 
United States circuit and district courts of the northern dis
trict of California at Sacramento, Cal.-to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 5152) to provide for the con
struction and maintenance of levees along the Mississippi River 
from Cape Girardeau, Mo., to the Head of the Passes by the 
Government of the United States of America-to the Commit
tee on Levees and Improvements of the Mississippi River. 

By Mr. HARRISON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 37) con
c~rning the manuscript prepared by Charles Chaille-Long con
taining an account of the unveiling of the statue of the late 
Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan-to the Committee on the 
Library. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Concurrent resolution 
·cu. C. Res. 13) accepting the invitation extended to the Con
gress of the United Stutes by the Alaska-Yukon-Pacific Expo
sition-to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: Resolution (H. Res. 45) providing for 
the services of an attendant in the ladies' reception room of 
the House of Representatives-to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. HA.UMOND: Memorial of the legislature of Minne
sota for clearing of channel of Minnesota River-to the Com
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, memorial of the legislature of Minnesota for canal be
tween the Great Lakes and the Mississippi River-to the Com
mittee on Railways and Canals. 

By l\Ir. HAWLEY: Memorial of the State ot Oregon for the 
establishment of an American line of ships from the Atlantic 
coast ports to all Pacific coast ports via the Panama Canal
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, ·private bills and resolutions of 

the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By l\fr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 4831) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas B. Bukey-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4832) granting an increase of pension to 
Christian Rice-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4833) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Samson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 4834) granting an increase of 
pension to William H. Crawford-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4835) granting an increase of pension to 
Flemin Taylor-to the Committee .on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4836) granting an increase of pension to 
Jerome Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4837) granting an Increase of pension to 
John W. Dickerson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4838) granting a pension to James C. 
Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARNHART: A bill (H. R. 4839) granting an In
crease of pension to Martin Weaver-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4840) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Sneath-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4841) granting an increase of pension to 
John Willford-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4842) granting an increase of pension to 
George M. Veach-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4843) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Wright-to the Committee on Invalid PE>nsions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4844) granting an increase of pension to 
William Wilson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4845) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Selner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4846) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. Titus-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4847) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Schearer-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4848) granting an increase of pension to 
John Stallard-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4849) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank M. Reid-to the Committee on invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. ' R. 4850) granting an increase of pension to 
.Jeremiah Reynolds-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4851) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi C. Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4852) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin Mullin-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, .a bill (H. R. 4853) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen S. Mann-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4854) granting an increase of pension to 
John R. Kissinger-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4855) granting an increase of pension to 
J. J. Babcock-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4856) granting an increase of pension to 
John Beck-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4857) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry 1\I. Bedford-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4858) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas R. Boulton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4859) granting an increase of pension to 
Ezra K. Barnhill-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4860) granting an increase of pension to 
Jemima E. Callahan-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4861) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Beeber-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4862) granting an increase of pension to 
Oliver Cromwell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4863) granting an increase of pension to 
.Arthur Householder-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4864) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Jenkins-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4865) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel R. Jennings-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4866) granting an increase of pension to 
Harrison Horner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4867) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph ·Heiser-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4868) granting an increase ot pension to 
Thomas B. Hedges-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4869) granting an increase of pension to 
David Hay-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4870) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis H. Fielding-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4871) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas B. Evans-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4872) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas V. Evans-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.-R. 4873) granting a pension to Clark R. Par
cel-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4874) granting a pension to Peter G. 
Keely...-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4875) granting a pension to Charles M. 
Baughman-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4876) granting a pension to Jacob Bell-to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4877) granting a pension to Napoleon B. 
Corus-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4878) granting a pension to Jeremiah 
Hahn-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4879) granting a pension to Matilda Mer
rick Goodrich-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4880) for the relief of Levi C. Smith-to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4881) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of William Shaffer and to grant him 
an honorable discharg~to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4882) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of George W. Philpott and to grant 
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him an honorable discharge-to· the: Committee en Inv:alid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R.. 4883.) to- remo.ve- the charge· of desertion 
from the military. record gf Charles· EJ. CrunpbeU and to- gr:aut 
him UIL honorable diSC!harg.e--to· the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HA.TES: A bill (H. R. 4884) gra:nting an increase of 
pen ion to William Wellinan,-to the Committee on In:valid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4885) granting fill increase of pension ta 
Henry P. l\:f-arley-to the Committee on Invalid· Pensions~. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4886} granting an fncrease of pension to 
Lorenzo- M. Bu-rtholemew-to the Committee on J!nvali<f Pen
sions. 

Also, 3: bill CH. R. 4887) granting an increase of pension to 
El•ira Knox-to the Comm ittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also; a biTI (II. R. 488 ') granting an increase of pension to 
J . H. Traut-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4889) granting an increase ot._ pension to 
J. L . Rogers-to the Commi't:tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir: BEALIJ of T ex.aB: A bill (H. R. 4890) for the relief 
of l\Irs. Sallie B . .Jones-to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, :r bill ( H. R 4801) fur the relief of the heirs of Robert 
M. Willia.ms, deceased-to the Cbmmittee on War Claims. 

lfy l\fr~ BO-OHER: A bill (H. R. 4892') granting a pension: to 
J'ames M . Flyn-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a f>ilr (H. R. 4893) granting an increase o.f pension. to 
Samuel GL King:-to the Committee on Iarnlid Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R.. 4894) granting an in:
crease of. pension to David 1\L. Hull-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By l\Ir~ CAMERON: A bill (H. R. 4895) for the relief of 
,William Wooster-to· the Committee. on. Claims. 

By Mr. CANTRILL:. A bill (H. R . 4896) granting: an increase 
of pension to Christopher T . Grin.stead~to the· Committee on 
Invalid Pensi<ms. 

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 4897) granting a pension t-0 
Annie C. Almond-to th.e Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4898) granting a pension to Mary Ca-... 
wood-to the <;Jommittee· on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4899) granting a pension: to William F. 
Myers-to the Committee on Pensions: 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4900) granting a pension to Samuel 
Reeder-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H •. R. 4~01) granting a:n increa;se ot pension. to 
J'ohn Bowers:-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4902) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph C. Chilton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al.so, a bill ( H. R. 4903) granting. an increase· of pension to 
Lewis G. Hughes-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill €H. R. 4904) granting_ an. increase of pension to 
Fillmore 1\1. Brist-tG the Committee· on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4905) for the relief of the estate of :Mrs. 
William C. Fitzhugh, deceased-to the Committee on War 
Claims. · 

By l\Ir. COWLES: A bill (H. R. 4906) for the relief. of E . M. 
Felts-to the- Committee on War Claims. 

By l\f.r. CULLOP:· A bill (H. R. 4907) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas J. McClure-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DRAPER: A. bill (H. R. 4908) for the relief of Peter 
J. ' an Zandt-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H... R. 4909). for the relief of Joseph G. McNu.tt
to· the Committee on Military A.ff~irs. 

By 1\Ir. l\fICHAEL El DRISCOLL:- A bill (H. R. 4910)- grant
ing an increase of pension to Oran D. Bates-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4911) granting an increase ot. pension to 
·Martin V .. B.. Northrop-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4912) granting an increase of pension. to 
J'ohn Carroll-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also,. a bill (H. R. 4913) granting an. increase of p.ension to 
Sarah E. Jackson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (JI. R . 4914) granting an increase of pension. to 
'.Alonzo Carter-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l':lill (R. R. 4015) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Beeman-to the committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4916) granting an increase of pension to 
E<frrnrd Beebe-to the Committee on Invalid Pensfons. 

Also, a biH (H. R. 4917) granting an increase o:f pension to 
Michael Campion-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. Al o; a bill (H. R .. 4918) granting an increase of' pensi-on· t o 
Charles P . Borden-to the Committee· orr Invalid: Pensions. 

.A.lso1 a . bill (H. R.. 49-19~ granting an increase o:f pension to 
Goold B .. Harris-to· the Committee on Invalid Fensiun~. 

Also· a bill ~H. R . 4920 ). granting an in.crease ei pension to 
Charles A.. Hatch-te. the· Cgm.mittee on In.valid Pensions. 

Also; n. bill ( H .. R~ 49-21 ), granting an in.crease of pensi:on to 
William H.. Watkiru3:-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also; a. bill (H .. R . 4922)· granting an. increase of pension fa 
Harrison H .. Mitchell-to-the Committ-ee on In;alid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R.. 4923)' granting an increase of pension to 
Charles. F ~ CR:rlisle-to the Committee on.. Iirrnliu P~nsions .. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4924) granting a: pension.. to Mary CJLroline 
Ellis Hargin-to the Committee en Invalid Pensfuns. 

Also, a biJI (H. R . 4925) granting a: pensi-on. to Luey A Emer
son-to th:e Cemm.ittee on Pensionsr 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4926.) granting a pension to Emily. R Wat
son-to the Committee on: Invalid Pensions• 

Also, a bill (Hr R. 4927 )- granting a pension to Sarah A. 
Hueltman-to the Committee cm. In.•a.Iid Pensions. 

Also, a b111 (H. n.. 4928} granting_ a pension to Mary J. Kit
ter-to the 0omm.:i:ttee on Pen:stons. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 4929') grant ing a pension to Mary S. Fo:x
to the Committee gn Invalid Pensf-0ns .. 

.Also; a b.fll (H. R. 4000') to remoYe the charge of d-e ertion 
standing against the name ef H.enry Shaver, erroneously made 
a.a to Company G~ Forty.-tb.ird Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry-to- the Commi:ttee on Military .Affairs. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 4931} for the relief of Sn.nta Anna Wal
lace-to the committee on War C1aim8< 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4932) for relief of form en members of 
New York Infantry Voluntee:rs-to the Committee on M:illtaey 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill fH. R. 4933) f-0r the- relief of John Kurtz-to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Aiso1 a bill ( H. R. 493'4) for the relief of Liston IL Pearce-
to fhe· Committee on Military A:f.fairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 4935)' for the relief' of the h.efrs of J:ames 
Finnegan and the h€irs of· Th<:>mas Nesdall,. deceased-to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also1 a bill (H. R. 4'93&) for-the relief of Albert Edward Ailll.ni 
Engle-to· the Committoo on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill ~ H... R. 4937) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the recerd of Horatio- C. Patch~to the Committee· on. Mili
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4938} to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of James Pratt-t°' the: Committee· <i>n: Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4939)- to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of John: Roach-to· the· Committee on: Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R.. 4940.). to remo:ve tlie charge of desertion 
from the L"ecord ef Russell S. Carter, alias Robert Ch.rter-to , 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4941) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of' William s: Herrick-to the Committee on 
l\Iilitary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R~ 4942} to- remove the charge of desertion 
from the· military- record of James Ryan,-to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 4943.). to remo\re the charge of desertion 
from the record of Lucien H. Robertson-to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also,. a bill € H. R. 4044) to remo:ve the ch-aTge- of desertion 
from the record of William l\.L Reals-to- the Committee- on 1\fili
ta ry· Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4945)· to complete the military record of 
.Joshua 0; Warrick, and granting him an honorable discharge
to the· Committee on Military. Affc:'l..irs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4946) to place on the pension roll the name 
of John H. J'ones--to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. EDWARDS of Georgia·: A bill (H. R . 4947) fer the 
relief of the hei:us at law of William Coolidger late of' Sa-vannah, 
Ga.-t-0 the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1\fr. FOCHT : A bill (H. R. 4948) granting an inerea.se of 
pensibn to William: C. Hudson-to the Co.mmtttee· on Inmlid 
Pensi"Ons. 

By Mr. FORD EY : A bill. (H. R. 4949} granting an; increase 
of pension to· GTibe:rt H. Fellows- to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER ot Illmois : .A. bill (H. R. 4950} granting an 
increase of pension to Henry H . Pears0n-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Alsoi a bill (H. R. 4'951)1 granting an iner6!ase of' pension to 
Henry Clay- to the Committee• on Invalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4952) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin V. Carey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4953) granting an increase of pension to 
Nimrod T. Stoner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 4054) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Whalen-to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 4955) granting an increase of pension to 
Henrv H. Baltzell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AlSo, a bill (H. R. 4956) granting an increase of pension to 
William s. Price-to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4957) granting an increase of pension to 
Varnel G. Compton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4958) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Reiber-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4959) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan Huston-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A Iso, a bill ( H. R. 4960) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Williamson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4961) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel W. l\1yers-to the Committee on lnYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bHl (B. R. 4.962) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Bole. -to the Committee on Inva lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4963) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Watts-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4964) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Herrin-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4965) granting an increase of pension to 
Christopher C. Estes-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4966 ) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin .Armiston-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4967) granting an increa e of pension to 
T. M. Stevens-to the ommittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4968) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph R. Rosborough-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4069) granting an increase of pension to 
W. D. Cummins-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 4970) granting an increase of pension to 
George T. Olausen-to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4971) granting an increase of pension to 
John D. Collins-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also. a bill (H. R. 4972) granting an increase of pension to 
F. IJ. Fergerson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4973) granting an increase of pension to 
John A. l\fcNerney-to the Committee on Irrrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 4974) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph H. Whitehead-to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4975) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Kibler-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H . R. 4976) granting an increase of pension to 
John E. l\IcNeill-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4977) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Gullett-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4978) granting an increase of pension to 
w. H. Williamson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4970) granting an increase of pension to 
John A. Crozier-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4980) granting an increase of pension to 
Michael Willman-to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 49 1) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry J. Remington-to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 49 2) granting an increase of pension to 
John R. C. Bray-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4983) granting an increase of pension to 
James A. Lowe-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4984) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac W. Waters-to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4985) granting an increase of pension to 
i[ieander C. Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 40S6) granting an increase of pension tc 
Thoma's K. Howe-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4987) granting an increase of pension to 
William P. Carlock-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AI o a bill (H. R. 4988) granting an increase of pension to 
Willia:U A. McNutt-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also a bill (H. R. 4989) granting an increase of pension to 
Willialn S. Rosborough-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 4990) granting an increase of pension to 
Alvin Eckley-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4991) granting an increase of pension to 
John Warner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R . 4902) granting an increase of pension to 
J ohn i\1urray-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 4993) granting an increase of pension to 
Rolandus 0. Longenecker-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4994) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard H . Vanderhoof-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4995) granting an increase of pension to 
Christopher C. McCord-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4996) granting an increase of pension to 
William Green-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4997) granting a pension to Alfred Levick
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4998) granting a pension to Sarah Bolt-to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4.999) granting a pension to Elie Gaston--. 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5000) granting a pension to W. J . CollinS-1 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5001) granting a pension to Prudence Sim
mons-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5002) granting a pension to B. F. Thomp
son-to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5003) granting a pension· to Sarah High
smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5004) granting a pension to Stephen A. 
Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5005) granting a pension to Lee Monroe
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5006) granting a pension to J . H . B rim
son-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5007) granting a pension to J. L. Hull- t o 
the Committee on Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5008) granting a pension to George Binga
man-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5009) granting a pension to Emaranda 
Sommerville-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, ri. bill (H. R . 5010) granting a pension to Ferdinand 
Schrnadel- to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5011) for the relief of Charles Snyder
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5012) for the relief of Elishama Beaty
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5013) for the relief of Jasper C. Banks'-1 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5014) for the relief of William Golds
borough-to the Committee on War Claims. 

~\!so, a bill ( H. R. 5015) for the relief of Clarence Frederick 
Chapman, United States Navy-to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5016) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of W. B. Chamness-to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

Also. a bill (H. R. 5017) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of George Forbus, alias George Davidson-to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5018) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of George W. Terrell-to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also. a bill (H. R. 5019) to remove the chn.r~e of desprH"Tl 
from the record of John D. Woods-to the Committee on l\fili
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R . 5020) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Frederick Feninger-to the Committee on 
:Military Affairs. 

.Also, a bill ( H . R. 5021) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Robert G. Wautl-to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 5022) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of John Arnold, alias J ackson Arnold-to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5023) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of W. B. Chamness-to the Committee on l\1ili
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5024) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Brice Prater-to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5025) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of James Lewis-to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5026) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Henry Benjamin-to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5027) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of J ubal Grant and to grant him an honorable 
discharge-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5028) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of George R. Spore-to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 
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Al so, a bill { H. R. 5029) to remove the charge ot desertion Also, a bill ( H. R. 5068) granting an inerease of pension to 

from the record of .Armstrong Hunter-to the Committee on M.ahlon N. B-oardman-to the Committee -0n' Invalid Pensions. 
Military Affairs. Also, a bill (H. R. 5069) granting an increase of penston to 

Also, a bill (H. R. 503-0) to remove the charge of desertion William H. Lyman-to the Committee on Invalid Pension"S. 
from the record of Herman Kneofier-to the Committee on War Also, a bill (H. R. 5070) granting an increase of :p.enslon to 
Claims. Logan Hughes-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5031) to remove charge of desertion from Also, a bill (H. R. 5071) granting an increase of pension to 
the record of Jacob Morrison-to the Committee on Military Michael Coplinger-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Affairs. Also, a bill (H. R. 5072) granting an increase of pension to 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5032) to correct the record of Allen Isaac W. Whitsett-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Byers-to the Committee on Military Affairs. Also, a bill (H. R. 5073) for the relief of Greene County, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5033) to correct the military record of Mo.-to the Committee on War Claims. 
Francis l\f. Price-to the Committee on Military Affairs. Also, a bill (H. R. 5074) to correct the military record of 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. p034) granting an increase Rudolph Kraut-to the Committee 6.n .Military Affairs. 
of pension to Charles A. Clark-to the Committee on Intalid By Mr. HARRISON: A bill (H. R. 5075) granting a pension 
Pensions. to Agnes Burns-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GUERNSEY: A bill (H. R. 5035) granting an increase By Mr. IDGGINS: A bill (H. R. 5076) granting an increase of 
of pension to D. J. Wardwell-to the Committee on Invalid pension to Benjamin G. Barber-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5036) .granting an increase of pension to By l\lr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 5077) gr.anting an increase 
Thomas Violette-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. of pension to Alvis H. Thomasson-to the Committee on Invalid 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5037) granting an increase of pension to Pensions. 
Edward M. Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5078) for the relief of D. O. Manire-to the 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5038) granting an increase of pension to Committee on War Claims. 
Isaac W. Sanborn-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5079) for the relief of F. S .. UcI·rndy-to 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5039) granting an increase of pension to the Committee on Claims. 
James J. Reeves-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5080) for the relief of Jordan H. Moore-

Also, a bill (H. R. 5040) granting an increase of pension to to the Committee on Claims. 
A. J. Pomeroy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5081) for the relief of the legal representa-

AJso, a bill (H. R. 5041) granting an increase of pension to tives of the estate of Lewis JU. l\Ianey~to the Committee on 
William K. Nason-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5042) granting an increase of pension to Also, a bill (H. R. 5082) for the relief of the legal representa-
Michael Collins, 2d-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. tives of the estate of Benjamin Lillard, deceased-to the Com-

Also, a bill (H. R. 5043) granting an increase of pension to mittee on War Claims. 
Ira L. Cook-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5083) for the relief of the heirs of William 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5044) granting an increase of pension to Bradshaw-to the Committee on War Claims. 
Thaxter Clark-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5084) for the relief of the heirs of Oas-

Also, a bill (H. R. 5045) granting an increase of pension to well ruckett-to the Corilmittee on War Claims. 
Ira Barnes-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5085) to correct the military record of 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5046) granting an increase of pension to E. D. Judkins-to the Committee on Military Affairs . 
. George E. Ball-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By 1\lr. JOYCE: A bill (H. R. 5086) granting an increase of 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5047) granting an increase of pension to pen ion to Isaac Marlow-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Henry H. Archer-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5087) granting an increase of pension to 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5048) granting a pension to Emma R. Francis hl. JJ'owle.r-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Emery-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By Mr. LAFEAN: A bill (H. R. 5088) granting an increase 

Also, a bill (H. n. 5049) for the relief of Emma R. Emery- of pension to James Spealman-to the Committee on Invalid 
to the Committee on Claims. Pensions. 

By l\Ir. HAMLIN: A bill (H. u. 5050) granting a pension AJso, a bill (H. R. 5089) granting an increase of pension to 
to William F. Neet-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Lewis I. Renaut-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LL~SAY: A bill (H. R. 5000) granting an increase 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5051) granting a pension to Jefferson of pension to Fetner Sheelar-to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

Knaus-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. sions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5052) granting a pen ion to Rhoda A. By l\lr. McKINLA.Y -0f California: A bill (H. R. 5091) grant-

Jones-to the Committee on Invalid Pension · ing an increase of pension to Henry A. Buttner-to the Com-
Also, a bill (H. R. 5053) grunting a pensi-on to Lucy F. Mel- mittee on InYalid Pensions. 

ton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill {H. R. 5092) granting a pension to Anson Green-
Also, a bill (H. R. 5054) granting a pension to Harriet L. wood-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Gist-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (II. n. 5093) granting an increase of pension to 
.Also, a bill (H. R. 5055) granting a pension to Solomon John c. Burns-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Coan-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By :\Ir. l\IcKil\"'LEY of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 5094) granting 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5-056) grunting a pension to Mary Wehr- an inerease of pension to Albert Allen-to the Committee on 

mann-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5057) granting a pension to Samuel By Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 5095) granting 

Moser-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. an inerease of pension to James Noble-to the Committee on 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5058) granting a pension to Robert S. Invalid Pensions. 

Hoge-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Al 0 , a bill (H. R. 5096) granting an increase of pension to 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5059) granting a pension to Samuel Harry C. Gordon-to tne Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Adams-to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5097) granting an inerease of pension to 
AJso, a bill (H. R. 5060) granting a pensicm to Thomas B. Oliver M. Mills-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Maberry-to the Committee on InTillid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 5008) granting an increase of pension to 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5061) granting a pension to James G. Elijah Marsh-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a b-ill (H. R. 5099) granting an increase of pension to 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5062) granting a pension to Jesse G. Alex~mder Woods-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Smith-to the Committee on Pensions. Also, a bill (II. R. 5100) granting a pension to Arthur H. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 50G3) granting a pension to Vina Linden- Sproat-to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

bower-to the Committee on Pensions. Also, a bill (H. ll. 5101) granting a pension to Henrietta P. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5064) granting a pension to Oliyer P. LuTI-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Jackson-to the Committee on Pensions. Also, a. bill (H. R. 5102) granting a pension to Emma R. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5065) granting an increase of pension to Deyo-to the Oommittee on Invalid Pensions. 

0. A. Stine-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bi11 (H. R. 5103) granting a pension to Ruth A. 
· Also, a bill ( H. R. 50GG) granting an increase of pensicm to Frazier-to the Committee on In•nlid Pensions. 
John II. .Bull-to th~ Committee on Invalid Pensions. By Mr. MOORE of Texas (by request) : A bill (H. R. 5104) 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5067) gi·anting an increase of pension to for the relief of w. R. Trottei· and others-to the Con;,nrlttee 
Nathaniel B. Petts-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. , on war Claims. 
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By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R. 5105) . granting an in
crease of pension to William McNew-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5106) granting an increase of pension to 
James H. Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5107) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin Fye-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.A.lso, a bill (H. R. 5108) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Beck-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5109) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert Glover-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5110) granting a pension to Horace Stam
baugh-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5111) granting a pension to Anna Levi
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5112) granting a pension to Louise Theo
bald-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5113) to correct the military record of 
William Jones-to the Committee on l\lilitary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5114) to correct the military record of 
Henry J. 1\fcBroom-to the Committee on Military A.ffairs. 

Also, ·a bill {H. R. 5142) granting a pension to Adaline Clark
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5143) granting a pension to William P. 
Johnson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill {H. R. 5144) granting a pension to James S. 
Thompson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al o, a bill (H. R. 5145) granting a pension to George Warren 
Sawyer-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill {H. R. 5146) granting a pension to John Suther-
land-to the Committee on Pensions. · · 

Also, a bill {H. R. 5147) for the relief of Alexander Brown
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5148) granting an honorable discharge to 
Lucien P. Rogers-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5149) to correct the war record of Caleb F. 
Higbee-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5150) correcting record of Olh·er M. 
Hanna-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5151) correcting record of John Evans-to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 5115) to remove the charge of desert.ion 
from the .military record of John D. Cohee-to the Committee PETITIONS, ETC. 
on Military Affairs. Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5116) to remove the charge of desertion on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
from the military record of Ezekiel W. Cohee-to the Commit- By the SPEAKER: Memorial of Charles and Anna Grock, 
tee on Military Affairs. asking for an investigation of alleged oppression of themselves 

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 5117) granting a pension in the federal court-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
to Lydia Blair-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By l\fr. ALEXANDER of New York: Petition of George D. 

By Mr. REID: A bill (H. R. 5118) for the relief of the heirs Fi cher and others, of New York, against duty on tea and 
of Augusta W. Diehl, deceased-to the Committee on War coffee-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
Claims. By Mr. ASHBROOK : Papers to accompany bill granting an 

By 1\Ir. RICHARDSON: A bill (H. R. 5119) for the relief of increase of pension to Thomus Henderson-to the Committee on 
R. C. Robison, heir of David Robison of Lauderdal~ County, Invalid Pensions. 
Ala.-to the Committee on War Claims. Also, petitions of L. C. Campbell, of Gratiot, and F. R. Martin, 

By Mr. SA.BATH: A bill (H. R. 5120) granting a pension to of Roscoe, Ohio, favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined 
!\Iary Kuchar-to the Committee on Pensions. sugars-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5121) granting a pension to Anton Slama- By l\Ir. CARLIN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of estate 
to the Committee on Pensions. of 1\frs. William C. Fitzhugh-to-the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5122) grantin-g an increase of pension to By Mr. COOK: Petition of the Pennsylvania Free Ilide 
James Rozporka-to the Committee on Pensions. League, favoring removal of duty on hides-to the Committee 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5123) for the ·relief of heirs of Adele on Ways and Means. 
Fowler, deceased-to the Committee on Claims. Also, petition of Bush & Rayner, of Philadelphia, against re-

By Mr. SULLOWAY: A bill (H. R. 5124) granting an in- duction of the tariff on lumber-to the Committee on Ways 
crease of pension to William H. Richmond-to the Committee and Means. 
on Invalid Pensions. AJso, petitions of the German-American Hosiery Company, 

By l\fr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 5125) granting an increase of Thomas E. Brown & Son, Lee Hosiery Mills, employees of the 
pension to Francis Hoey-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Brown Knitting Company, Thomas W. Buck Hosiery Company, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5126) for the relief of the heirs of Jenkins employees of William B. Threapleton's Sons, and the Glenn 
& Havens-to the Committee on Claims. 1 Knitting Company, all of Philadelphia, Pa., against any 

By l\fr. TOU VELLE: A bill (H. R. 5127) granting a pension ·changes in tariff schedules on hosiery-to the Committee on 
to Peter J_ Cook-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Ways and Means. 

By l\Jr. WALLACE: A bill (H. R. 5128) for the relief of Re- By l\fr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of sundry voters of 
becca Walthall, widow, and the heirs of John Walthall, de- the First Congressional District of Wisconsin, fa voring repeal 
ceased-to the Committee on War Claims. of duty on hides-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\fr. WHEELER : A bill ( H. R. 5129) granting· an increase By . Mr. DAWSON: Petition of citizens of Clinton, Iowa, 
of pension to Nathan Laughner-to the Committee on Invalid fa-voring reduction of duty on raw and re.fined sugars-to the 
Pensions. Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5130) granting an increase of pension to By Mr. D~APER: Petition. of International Brot~erhood ot 
Jonas L. Mull-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Pulp, Su!phite, and ~aper 1\Illl. Workers, ~cal Umon No. 2, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5131) granting an increase of pension to Sandy Hill, ~- Y., agamst reduction of the tariff on wood pulp-. 
James A. Morrison-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. to the Com~;ittee on Ways and 1\Ieans. _ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5132) granting an increase of pension to . Also,_ petition of Chamber o! Commer.ce of Porto Rico, favor-
John w. Campbell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. mg tanff on _coffee an~ retention of tariff on tea and tobacco-

Alrn, a bill ( H. R. 5133) granting an increase of pension to to the Committee on " ay~ and l\fea?-~-
Freeland H. Brown-to the Committee on Im-alid Pensions. By 1\Ir. DIXON of Indiana: Pet1t10~s of ,T~omas Woods & 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5134) granting an increase of pension to Son and James U. l\fyers, of Zenas; Blish M1llmg Company, of 
Joseph c. Pettigrew-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Seymo_ur; and G1:afton Johnson, of Greenwood, all in the State 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5135) granting an increase of pension to of Indiana, ~•ormg repeal -of duty on raw and refined sugars-
Samuel R. Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. to the Committee on Ways and leans. _ . . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5136) granting an increase of pension to · By ~Ir: MICHAEL E. ~RISCOLL: Petition of Miles Clark, 
Elias M. Pierce-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. of Eneville, N. Y., fa•orm~ reduction of duty on raw and 

AlEo, a bill (H. R. 5137) granting an increase of pension to refined sug~r~-to the Committee. ?n Ways and Means. 
Walter Harwood-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By l\Ir. h_ ?LEBRIGHT: Pehh?~ of Los Angeles Chamber 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5138) granting an increase of pension to of Comme~ce m favor of countena1lmg duty on petroleum-to 
George W. Soles-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. I the Comilllttee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5139) granting an increase of pension to _Also, petiti<in_s of Ja~kson Grocery Company and San Fran-
Jolln 'Yoods-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. c1sco Labor Umon, agamst duty on tea and coffee-to the Com-

Alrn, a bill (H. R. 5140) granting an increase of pension to mittee on Ways and Means. 
John E. Cunnin_gham-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By l\Ir. FULLER: Petition of E. C. Kopp & Co., of Mil· 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5141) granting an increase of pension to waukee, Wis., favoring increase of duty on post cards-to the-
Ilobert E. Van Naten-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Committee on Ways and 1\Ieans. 
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Also, petition of Rockford (Ill.) Lodge, Benevolent and Pro
tective Order of Elks, for a reserve in Wyoming-to the Com
mittee on the Public Lands. 

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pension 
to Charles A. Clooke--to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Paepcke-Leicht Lumber Company of.Chicago, 
opposing reduction of duty on lumber-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. . 

.Also, petition of T. Murray McCallum, of Streator, Ill., favor
ing reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars-to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of Grand Forks (N. Dak.) Lodge, 
No. 255, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, for an ap
propriation to .create a reserve in the State of Wyom~g for the 
protection of the American elk-to the Committee on the .Pub-
lic Lands. · 

Also, a petition of local union of the American Society of 
Equity of Ramsey County, N. Dak., against reduction of the 
present duties on grains-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAMMOND : Petition of H. D. Siebring and 5 others, 
of Holland, Minn., against parcels-post and postal savings bank 
bills-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

.Also, petition of Fred Frutiger, of Holland, Minn., favoring 
reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars-to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. HARRISON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Agnes Burns-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. By Mr. HAYES: Petition of F. G., F. A., and L. D. Wool, of 
San Jose, Cal., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined 
sugars--to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

Also, petition of representatiT"es of the entire commercial 
interests of the Pacific coast, for government operated or as
_sisted line of steam hips in the Pacific Ocean-to the Committee 
on the .Merchant l\Iarine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of San Francisco and San Jose, Cal., 
against duty on tea and cofiee--to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. . 

By l\fr. HILI,: Petition of Saghaunuck Grange, No. 100, Ells
worth, C0rni., fayoring legislation for parcels-post ·and postal 
savings bank laws-to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. . 
. By l\Ir. HOLLINGSWORTH: Petition of Somerset Grange, 
No. 1662, of BarnesT"ille, Ohio, asking for reduction of duty on 
sugar-to the Committee on Ways and Means. _ 

By l\Ir. HUFF: Petition of Lumbermen's Exchange of Phila
delphia, faT"oring increase of duty on lumber-to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOYCE: Petition of J. T. Shuman and sundry-citizens 
of Guernsey and Noble counties, Ohio, against reduction of the 
tariff on wools-to the Committee on Ways and l\feans. 

By Mr. KNAPP: P~tition of National Coffee and Tea Asso
ciation, protesting against any duty on coffee and tea-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of Manchester Grange, No. 1374, 
Patrons of Husbandry, favoring establishment of parcels post 
and United States banks-to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LASSITER: Petition of Petersburg (Va. ) Lodge, No. 
237, Benevolent and Protective Order of EJks, for an American 
elk reservation in Wyoming-to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By l\Ir. LA WREN CE: Petition of 900 woolen mill workers of 
North Adams, Mass., against reduction of existing tariff duties 
on woolen goods of foreign oianufacture--to the Committee on 
Wavs and Means. · 

By l\fr. LOWDEN: Petition of C. C. Pease and others, of the 
Thlrteenth Illinois District, fayoring repeal of duty on hides-to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McHENRY: Petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, 
favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
· Also, petition of Sunbury (Pa.) Lodge, No. 267, Benevolent 

and Protective Order of Elks, for an appropriation to create a 
reserve in the State ·of Wyoming for the protection of the 
American elk-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. MOORE of Texas : Paper to accompany bill for relief 
of heirs of W. B. Trotter-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By l\fr. MORSE: Petitions of employees of Grand Rapids 
Pulp and Paper Company; . also employees of Ne Koos Ka Ed
wards Paper Company, of Wisconsin, against reduction of tariff 
on print paper-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of certain residents of Hastings, 
Nebr., against parcels-post and postal savings bank bills-to- the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By l\Ir. REID: Paper to accompany bill for relief of J"ames 
A. Hlll, heir of J"ane Rose-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Post Card Manufacturers and 
Allied Trades Protective Association, favoring tariff on litho
graphic prints as per Payne tariff bill-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Seaboard Trading Company, favoring re
duction of duty on salt fish-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SWASEY : Petition of sundry citizens of Bath, Me., 
and vicinity, and Portland, Me., and vicinity, for improvement 
of Bass Harbor bar and Deer Island thoroughfare, on coast of 
Maine--to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan: Petition of citizens of ~Iichigan, 
favoring creation of National Highways Commission-to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Houghton, Vulcan, and Negaunee, 
all of Michigan, opposing duty on tea and .coffee--to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, March ~6, 1909. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m . 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D . D. 
'l'he Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

approved. 
PANAMA CANAL. 

Mr. WANGER.. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the RECORD certain editorials from the Engineering 
News, entitled "The rea ons why the lock plan for the Panama 
Canal is preferable to the sea-level plan," together with the ac
companying illustrations. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from PennsylT"ania asks 
unanimous consent to print in the RECORD the matter referred 
to. Is there objection? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would inquire whether the gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
made any inquiry as to the cost of the illustrations which he 
asks to have printed? 

Mr. WAl~GER. Mr. Speaker, the cost of the illustrations 
will be nothing at all. The printing will be the mere item. The 
illustrations will be furnished by the Engineering News, if per
mission is given to have them appear. 

l\lr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I think it is a very doubtful prac
tice, a practice that is open to many objections, to fill the 
RECORD with illustrations, aside from purely outline cuts that 
are necessary to illuminate the text. I would further inquire of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania if his illustrations· ha\e any 
other purpose, and if they are necessary to an understanding of 
the text? · 

l\lr. WANGER. I think they are reasonably necessary, Mr. 
Speaker, to an understanding of the text. Many ·of them are 
simply engineering sketches. 

Mr. WILEY. l\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

yield to the gentleman from New Jersey? 
Mr. WANGER. Certainly. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to state in regard 

to this that that is one of the best articles on the Panama Canal 
that has ever been written. The Engineering News sent one of 
its editors, a civil engineer named Baker, who is an expert 
on these matters, at its own expense, and not on the shlp that 
the present President of the United States used, to examine 
and report the facts as he found them on the Panama Canal, and 
the reasons why the lock system should prevail. I am familiar 
with the article, hence I speak knowingly. These illustrations, 
while not absolutely essential, will be of the greatest seryice 
in -understanding the text. To an engineer they would not be 
necessary, but to a layman I think they would be, and there
fore I hope the gentleman's request will prevail. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker~ having been gh·eu an opportunity 
to examine the illustrations, I wish to remark that I would 
withdraw my objection if the gentleman from Pennsyl\ania 
[Mr. WANGER] will limit his request to a consent to h:we 
printed such drawings as are necessary to illustrate the text. 
It certainly is not necessary to publish a half-tone picture 
showing the scene of a sinking of a railwny track over the 
black swamp in Panama or to ha T"e a picture of the Chagres 
RLver near Gorgona. There are several pictures of that char
acter, and I would suggest to the gentleman it would be well 
for him to limit his r equest to such outline drawings as are 
necessary to illustrate and make plain the text. 

Mr. WANGER. Mr. Speaker, I should be sorry to limit the 
request exclusively to outline drawings, as I think the photo
graph of the so-called "flat arch" of the old church in Panama 
it would be well to have printed. 
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